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WAIVERS  
 
By submitting this updated ESEA flexibility request, the SEA renews its request for flexibility 
through waivers of the nine ESEA requirements listed below and their associated regulatory, 
administrative, and reporting requirements, as well as any optional waivers the SEA has chosen to 
request under ESEA flexibility, by checking each of the boxes below.  The provisions below 
represent the general areas of flexibility requested.  
 

  1. The requirements in ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(E)-(H) that prescribe how an SEA must 
establish annual measurable objectives (AMOs) for determining adequate yearly progress (AYP) to 
ensure that all students meet or exceed the Stateõs proficient level of academic achievement on the 
Stateõs assessments in reading/language arts and mathematics no later than the end of the 2013ð
2014 school year.  The SEA requests this waiver to develop new ambitious but achievable AMOs in 
reading/language arts and mathematics in order to provide meaningful goals that are used to guide 
support and improvement efforts for the State, LEAs, schools, and student subgroups.  
 

  2. The requirements in ESEA section 1116(b) for an LEA to identify for improvement, 
corrective action, or restructuring, as appropriate, a Title I school that fails, for two consecutive 
years or more, to make AYP, and for a school so identified and its LEA to take certain improvement 
actions.  The SEA requests this waiver so that an LEA and its Title I schools need not comply with 
these requirements. 
  

  3. The requirements in ESEA section 1116(c) for an SEA to identify for improvement or 
corrective action, as appropriate, an LEA that, for two consecutive years or more, fails to make 
AYP, and for an LEA so identified and its SEA to take certain improvement actions.  The SEA 
requests this waiver so that it need not comply with these requirements with respect to its LEAs. 
 

  4. The requirements in ESEA sections 6213(b) and 6224(e) that limit participation in, and use of 
funds under the Small, Rural School Achievement (SRSA) and Rural and Low-Income School 
(RLIS) programs based on whether an LEA has made AYP and is complying with the requirements 
in ESEA section 1116.  The SEA requests this waiver so that an LEA that receives SRSA or RLIS 
funds may use those funds for any authorized purpose regardless of whether the LEA makes AYP. 
 

  5. The requirement in ESEA section 1114(a)(1) that a school have a poverty percentage of 40 
percent or more in order to operate a school-wide program.  The SEA requests this waiver so that 
an LEA may implement interventions consistent with the turnaround principles or interventions 
that are based on the needs of the students in the school and designed to enhance the entire 
educational program in a school in any of its priority and focus schools that meet the definitions of 
òpriority schoolsó and òfocus schools,ó respectively, set forth in the document titled ESEA 
Flexibility, as appropriate, even if those schools do not have a poverty percentage of 40 percent or 
more.  
 

  6. The requirement in ESEA section 1003(a) for an SEA to distribute funds reserved under that 
section only to LEAs with schools identified for improvement, corrective action, or 
restructuring.  The SEA requests this waiver so that it may allocate section 1003(a) funds to its 
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LEAs in order to serve any of the Stateõs priority and focus school that meet the definitions of 
 
òpriority schoolsó and òfocus schools,ó respectively, set forth in the document titled ESEA 
Flexibility. 
 

  7. The provision in ESEA section 1117(c)(2)(A) that authorizes an SEA to reserve Title I, Part 
A funds to reward a Title I school that (1) significantly closed the achievement gap between 
subgroups in the school; or (2) has exceeded AYP for two or more consecutive years.  The SEA 
requests this waiver so that it may use funds reserved under ESEA section 1117(c)(2)(A) for any of 
the Stateõs reward schools that meet the definition of òreward schoolsó set forth in the document 
titled ESEA Flexibility.  
 

  8. The requirements in ESEA section 2141(a), (b), and (c) for an LEA and SEA to comply with 
certain requirements for improvement plans regarding highly qualified teachers.  The SEA requests 
this waiver to allow the SEA and its LEAs to focus on developing and implementing more 
meaningful evaluation and support systems. 
 

  9. The limitations in ESEA section 6123 that limit the amount of funds an SEA or LEA may 
transfer from certain ESEA programs to other ESEA programs.  The SEA requests this waiver so 
that it and its LEAs may transfer up to 100 percent of the funds it receives under the authorized 
programs among those programs and into Title I, Part A. 
 
Optional Flexibilities: 
 
If an SEA chooses to request waivers of any of the following requirements, it should check the 
corresponding box(es) below:  
 

  10. The requirements in ESEA sections 4201(b)(1)(A) and 4204(b)(2)(A) that restrict the 
activities provided by a community learning center under the Twenty-First Century Community 
Learning Centers (21st CCLC) program to activities provided only during non-school hours or 
periods when school is not in session (i.e., before and after school or during summer recess).  The 
SEA requests this waiver so that 21st CCLC funds may be used to support expanded learning time 
during the school day in addition to activities during non-school hours or periods when school is 
not in session. 
 

 11. The requirements in ESEA sections 1116(a)(1)(A)-(B) and 1116(c)(1)(A) that require LEAs 
and SEAs to make determinations of adequate yearly progress (AYP) for schools and LEAs, 
respectively.  The SEA requests this waiver because continuing to determine whether an LEA and 
its schools make AYP is inconsistent with the SEAõs State-developed differentiated recognition, 
accountability, and support system included in its ESEA flexibility request.  The SEA and its LEAs 
must report on their report cards performance against the AMOs for all subgroups identified in 
ESEA section 1111(b)(2)(C)(v), and use performance against the AMOs to support continuous 
improvement in Title I schools. 
 
  12. The requirements in ESEA section 1113(a)(3)-(4) and (c)(1) that require an LEA to serve 
eligible schools under Title I in rank order of poverty and to allocate Title I, Part A funds based on 
that rank ordering.  The SEA requests this waiver in order to permit its LEAs to serve a Title I-
eligible high school with a graduation rate below 60 percent that the SEA has identified as a priority 
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school even if that school does not otherwise rank sufficiently high to be served under ESEA 
section 1113. 
 

 13. The requirement in ESEA section 1003(a) for an SEA to distribute funds reserved under that 
section only to LEAs with schools identified for improvement, corrective action, or 
restructuring.  The SEA requests this waiver in addition to waiver #6 so that, when it has remaining 
section 1003(a) funds after ensuring that all priority and focus schools have sufficient funds to carry 
out interventions, it may allocate section 1003(a) funds to its LEAs to provide interventions and 
supports for low-achieving students in other Title I schools when one or more subgroups miss 
either AMOs or graduation rate targets or both over a number of years. 
 
If  the SEA is requesting waiver #13, the SEA must demonstrate in its renewal request that it has a 
process to ensure, on an annual basis, that all of its priority and focus schools will have sufficient 
funding to implement their required interventions prior to distributing ESEA section 1003(a) funds 
to other Title I schools. 

Click here to enter page numbers where edits have been made and where new attachments have 
been added.  Do not insert new text here ð insert new text in redline into the revised request. 

 
 14. The requirements in ESEA sections 1111(b)(1)(B) and 1111(b)(3)(C)(i) that, respectively, 

require the SEA to apply the same academic content and academic achievement standards to all 
public schools and public school children in the State and to administer the same academic 
assessments to measure the achievement of all students.  The SEA requests this waiver so that it is 
not required to double test a student who is not yet enrolled in high school but who takes advanced, 
high school level, mathematics coursework.  The SEA would assess such a student with the 
corresponding advanced, high school level assessment in place of the mathematics assessment the 
SEA would otherwise administer to the student for the grade in which the student is enrolled.  For 
Federal accountability purposes, the SEA will use the results of the advanced, high school level, 
mathematics assessment in the year in which the assessment is administered and will administer one 
or more additional advanced, high school level, mathematics assessments to such students in high 
school, consistent with the Stateõs mathematics content standards, and use the results in high school 
accountability determinations.  
 
If the SEA is requesting waiver #14, the SEA must demonstrate in its renewal request how it will 

ensure that every student in the State has the opportunity to be prepared for and take courses at 
an advanced level prior to high school. 
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ASSURANCES 
By submitting this application, the SEA assures that: 
 

  1. It requests waivers of the above-referenced requirements based on its agreement to meet 
Principles 1 through 4 of ESEA flexibility, as described throughout the remainder of this request. 
 

  2. It has adopted English language proficiency (ELP) standards that correspond to the Stateõs 
college- and career-ready standards, consistent with the requirement in ESEA section 3113(b)(2), 
and that reflect the academic language skills necessary to access and meet the Stateõs college- and 
career-ready standards.  (Principle 1) 
 

  3. It will administer no later than the 2014ð2015 school year alternate assessments based on 
grade-level academic achievement standards or alternate assessments based on alternate academic 
achievement standards for students with the most significant cognitive disabilities that are consistent 
with 34 C.F.R. § 200.6(a)(2) and are aligned with the Stateõs college- and career-ready standards.  
(Principle 1) 
 

  4. It will develop and administer ELP assessments aligned with the Stateõs ELP standards, 
consistent with the requirements in ESEA sections 1111(b)(7), 3113(b)(2), and 3122(a)(3)(A)(ii) no 
later than the 2015ð2016 school year.  (Principle 1) 
 

 5. It will report annually to the public on college-going and college credit-accumulation rates for 
all students and subgroups of students in each LEA and each public high school in the State. 
(Principle 1) 
 

  6. If the SEA includes student achievement on assessments in addition to reading/language arts 
and mathematics in its differentiated recognition, accountability, and support system and uses 
achievement on those assessments to identify priority and focus schools, it has technical 
documentation, which can be made available to the Department upon request, demonstrating that 
the assessments are administered statewide; include all students, including by providing appropriate 
accommodations for English Learners and students with disabilities, as well as alternate assessments 
based on grade-level academic achievement standards or alternate assessments based on alternate 
academic achievement standards for students with the most significant cognitive disabilities, 
consistent with 34 C.F.R. § 200.6(a)(2); and are valid and reliable for use in the SEAõs differentiated 
recognition, accountability, and support system.  (Principle 2) 
 

  7. It will annually make public its lists of reward schools, priority schools, and focus schools 
prior to the start of the school year as well as publicly recognize its reward schools, and will update 
its lists of priority and focus schools at least every three years. (Principle 2) 
 
If the SEA is not submitting with its renewal request its updated list of priority and focus 
schools, based on the most recent available data, for implementation beginning in the 2015ð
2016 school year, it must also assure that: 
 

  8. It will provide to the Department, no later than January 31, 2016, an updated list of priority  
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and focus schools, identified based on school year 2014ð2015 data, for implementation beginning in 
the 2016ð2017 school year. 
 

  9. It will evaluate and, based on that evaluation, revise its own administrative requirements to 
reduce duplication and unnecessary burden on LEAs and schools.  (Principle 4) 
 

  10. It has consulted with its Committee of Practitioners regarding the information set forth in its 
ESEA flexibility request. 
 

  11. Prior to submitting this request, it provided all LEAs with notice and a reasonable 
opportunity to comment on the request and has attached a copy of that notice (Attachment 1) as 
well as copies of any comments it received from LEAs.  (Attachment 2) 
 

  12. Prior to submitting this request, it provided notice and information regarding the request to 
the public in the manner in which the SEA customarily provides such notice and information to the 
public (e.g., by publishing a notice in the newspaper; by posting information on its website) and has 
attached a copy of, or link to, that notice.  (Attachment 2) 
 

  13. It will provide to the Department, in a timely manner, all required reports, data, and 
evidence regarding its progress in implementing the plans contained throughout its ESEA flexibility 
request, and will ensure that all such reports, data, and evidence are accurate, reliable, and complete 
or, if it is aware of issues related to the accuracy, reliability, or completeness of its reports, data, or 
evidence, it will disclose those issues. 
 

  14. It will report annually on its State report card and will ensure that its LEAs annually report 
on their local report cards, for the òall studentsó group, each subgroup described in ESEA section 
1111(b)(2)(C)(v)(II), and for any combined subgroup (as applicable): information on student 
achievement at each proficiency level; data comparing actual achievement levels to the Stateõs annual 
measurable objectives; the percentage of students not tested; performance on the other academic 
indicator for elementary and middle schools; and graduation rates for high schools.  In addition, it 
will annually report, and will ensure that its LEAs annually report, all other information and data 
required by ESEA section 1111(h)(1)(C) and 1111(h)(2)(B), respectively.  It will ensure that all 
reporting is consistent with State and Local Report Cards Title I, Part A of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965, as Amended Non-Regulatory Guidance (February 8, 2013). 
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Principle 3 Assurances 
Each SEA must select the appropriate option and, in doing so, assures that:  
Option A Option B Option C 

  15.a. The SEA is 
on track to fully 
implementing 
Principle 3, including 
incorporation of 
student growth based 
on State assessments 
into educator ratings 
for teachers of tested 
grades and subjects 
and principals.  

If an SEA that is administering new State 

assessments during the 2014-2015 school 
year is requesting one additional year to 
incorporate student growth based on these 
assessments, it will: 
 

 15.b.i.  Continue to ensure that its 
LEAs implement teacher and principal 
evaluation systems using multiple 
measures, and that the SEA or its LEAs 
will calculate student growth data based on 
State assessments administered during the 

2014-2015 school year for all teachers of 
tested grades and subjects and principals; 
and 
 

 15.b.ii.  Ensure that each teacher of a 
tested grade and subject and all principals 
will receive their student growth data 
based on State assessments administered 

during the 2014-2015 school year. 
 

If the SEA is requesting 
modifications to its teacher 
and principal evaluation 
and support system 
guidelines or 
implementation timeline 
other than those described 
in Option B, which require 
additional flexibility from 
the guidance in the 
document titled ESEA 
Flexibility as well as the 
documents related to the 
additional flexibility 
offered by the Assistant 
Secretary in a letter dated 
August 2, 2013, it will: 
 

 15.c.  Provide a 
narrative response in its 
redlined ESEA flexibility 
request as described in 
Section II of the ESEA 
flexibility renewal guidance.  
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CONSULTATION  
 
An SEA must meaningfully engage and solicit input from diverse stakeholders and communities in 
the development of its request.  To demonstrate that an SEA has done so, the SEA must provide an 
assurance that it has consulted with the Stateõs Committee of Practitioners regarding the information 
set forth in the request and provide the following:  
 

1. A description of how the SEA meaningfully engaged and solicited input on its request from 
teachers and their representatives. 

2. A description of how the SEA meaningfully engaged and solicited input on its request from 
other diverse communities, such as students, parents, community-based organizations, civil 
rights organizations, organizations representing students with disabilities and English 
Learners, business organizations, and Indian tribes.   
 
 

Consultation 
 
Since the announcement of the opportunity to seek ESEA Flexibility, the Arkansas Department of 
Education (ADE) has been busy gathering thoughts from teachers, school leaders, parents and the 
general public on measuring school and teacher effectiveness, rewarding school success and helping 
schools improve.  
 
ADE took an aggressive approach to engage and obtain input from educators including teachers 
and their representatives, parents and the general public to inform the development of this 
application. The Department hosted five rounds (two meetings each day) of public open forums 
across the state to solicit feedback from educators and interested community members from 
November-December, 2011. These face-to-face meetings afforded opportunities to share 
information about proposed accountability redesign concepts and engage in meaningful dialogue 
with constituents. 
 
Teachers and administrators participating in these meetings provided valuable input that was 
incorporated into the stateõs ESEAõs flexibility request. They were primarily concerned about the 
training required to support teachers and administrators in the new Teacher Evaluation and Support 
System. Attendance at the ten meetings included the following: 
 
98 students 
22 parents 
102 teachers 
300 administrators 
83 community members 
 
At each meeting, ADE staff gave an overview of the Principles contained within the waiver 
requestñcollege and career ready expectations for all students; state-developed systems for 
differentiated recognition, accountability and support; and support for effective instruction and 
leadership, including new legislation for teacher evaluation and support systems. Links to the ESEA 
Flexibility documents were shared at each meeting. 
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Notice of the meetings was provided in a commissionerõs memo and posted on the ADE website 
(Attachment 1). In addition, a statewide press release notified media outlets of the dates, times and 
locations of the public forums (Attachment 2). Professional organizationsñArkansas Association of 
Educational Administrators (AAEA), Arkansas School Boards Associations (ASBA) and the 
Arkansas Education Association (AEA)ñdisseminated the notice among their members. Input was 
solicited from Native American leaders, the National Association for the Advancement of Colored 
People, special education community action groups, as well as schools and districts with high 
student populations of English Learners (ELs). 
 
The ADE provided a public comment email address (ade.eseacomments@arkansas.gov) to seek 
ongoing input from all teachers, school administrators, parents and community members. In 
addition, all stakeholders had opportunity to submit comments through a statewide survey posted 
on the ADE website http://adesharepoint2.arkansas.gov/memos/Lists/Approved%20Memos/ 

DispForm2.aspx?ID=515&Source=http%3A%2F%2Fadesharepoint2%2Earkansas%2Egov%2Fmemos%2Fdefault

%2Easpx. The survey yielded more than 200 respondents.   
 
Arkansas also engaged stakeholders through a comprehensive approach that included a number of 
strategies to seek input and shape the creation of a next generation accountability system that fosters 
college and career readiness for all students. These included the core-working group, the stakeholder 
committee representing critical groupsñcivil rights, parents, business, educators and partner 
educational agenciesñand the stateõs Committee of Practitioners. Students were also given an 
opportunity to weigh in during meetings at local high schools. A listing of the meetings and those in 
attendance is provided in Attachment 2. 
 
The ADEõs stakeholder engagement went beyond efforts mentioned above to include meetings with 
focus groupsñArkansas Association of Special Education Administrators, an advisory group of 
Arkansas school superintendents, the stateõs commission for closing the achievement gap 
(Attachment 23), civil rights groups and adult English language learners (Attachment 24). Additional 
information was presented at statewide meetingsñArkansas Association of Educational 
Administrators, Arkansas School Boards Association and Arkansas Education Association 
(Attachment 20). These presentations were disseminated with each professional organizationõs 
statewide membership. The public was afforded an opportunity for feedback through a statewide 
survey and a designated email address for the ESEA flexibility request.  
 
The Commissionerõs Superintendent Advisory Council was convened to share and discuss the draft 
plan. The conversation generated concerns about how to ensure students with disabilities (SWD) 
and ELs master the Common Core State Standards. ADE affirmed its commitment to working with 
key entities and organizations to ensure educators have the skills necessary to support learner-
centered instruction for college and career readiness. 
 
In addition, the State Board of Education conducted a weekend work session focused on the ESEA 
Flexibility application. 
 
Some comments from stakeholders during our public meetings were: 
 
òI appreciate the geographic locations of the hearings.ó 
 

mailto:ade.nclbwaivers@arkansas.gov
http://adesharepoint2.arkansas.gov/memos/Lists/Approved%20Memos/%20DispForm2.aspx?ID=515&Source=http%3A%2F%2Fadesharepoint2%2Earkansas%2Egov%2Fmemos%2Fdefault%2Easpx
http://adesharepoint2.arkansas.gov/memos/Lists/Approved%20Memos/%20DispForm2.aspx?ID=515&Source=http%3A%2F%2Fadesharepoint2%2Earkansas%2Egov%2Fmemos%2Fdefault%2Easpx
http://adesharepoint2.arkansas.gov/memos/Lists/Approved%20Memos/%20DispForm2.aspx?ID=515&Source=http%3A%2F%2Fadesharepoint2%2Earkansas%2Egov%2Fmemos%2Fdefault%2Easpx
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òI think a lot of these schools have languishedéwe can do a lot of things with consequences but 
until we set appropriate realistic goals for students and teachers to achieveéwe are going to stay 
constantly frustrated by the results we get.ó   Brenda Gullett, Former State Board Member 
 
And, one we have tried to adhere to as this application was written: 
 
òBe thoughtful as you work on this Flexibility request, especially in the areas of (a) communication 
to school employees and the public and (b) smoothness of transitional implementation.ó 
 
ADE will continue its stakeholder engagement subsequent to approval of its ESEA Flexibility 
request. Staff will tour the state to educate schools and members of the public on changes being 
made to the stateõs accountability system. ADE will also produce online tutorials and videos to 
explain aspects of the new system. This effort will be aimed at teachers, principals, parents and 
members of the public with the goal of ensuring the legitimacy of the stateõs plan. 
 
Of great importance will be the ongoing collaboration between Arkansasõs current Commissioner of 
Education Johnny Key and the State Board of Education to continue the momentum the state is 
experiencing with the implementation of the Common Core State Standards defining the path to 
readiness for college, careers and informed citizenship.  
 
Arkansas has continued its work through stakeholder engagement.  The additional components in 
this renewal request have been ongoing since the initial approval of Arkansasõs request.  Feedback 
from numerous forums with the Superintendentõs Advisory Council, Education Cooperative 
Directors, Committee of Practitioners, ACSIP Pilot Advisory Committee members and other 
stakeholders has been thoughtfully integrated into this requested renewal.  Additionally, during the 

development of its Equitable Access to Excellence Educators Plan the ADE partnered with the South 
Central Comprehensive Center (SC3) at the University of Oklahoma and the Region VI Equity Assistance 
Center, the Intercultural Development and Research Association, and the South Central Collaborative for 
Equity (IDRA SCCE) to facilitate the Civil Rights Stakeholders Group meetings.  Opening dialogue has 
occurred with Disability Rights Arkansas, Inc. and the ADE has been in consultation with SC3 to expand the 
work of engaging stakeholders to be more inclusive of civil rights organizations as well as those representing 
students with disabilities, English Learners, businesses, institutions of higher education and Indian tribes. 
 The ADE will continue to receive input from these stakeholders as the transitions in assessment 
and accountability systems are taking shape under the guidance of the current leadership. 
(Attachment 19) 
The flexibility requested in this application will help ensure improvement in this area. 
 
 

 

EVALUATION  
 
The Department encourages an SEA that receives approval to implement the flexibility to 
collaborate with the Department to evaluate at least one program, practice, or strategy the SEA or 
its LEAs implement under principle 1, 2, or 3.  Upon receipt of approval of the flexibility, an 
interested SEA will need to nominate for evaluation a program, practice, or strategy the SEA or its 
LEAs will implement under principles 1, 2, or 3.  The Department will work with the SEA to 
determine the feasibility and design of the evaluation and, if it is determined to be feasible and 
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appropriate, will fund and conduct the evaluation in partnership with the SEA, ensuring that the 
implementation of the chosen program, practice, or strategy is consistent with the evaluation design.   
 

  Check here if you are interested in collaborating with the Department in this evaluation, if your 
request for the flexibility is approved.        
 
 

OVERVIEW OF SEAõS REQUEST FOR THE ESEA FLEXIBILITY  
 
Provide an overview (about 500 words) of the SEAõs request for the flexibility that:  

1. explains the SEAõs comprehensive approach to implement the waivers and principles and 
describes the SEAõs strategy to ensure this approach is coherent within and across the 
principles; and 
 

2. describes how the implementation of the waivers and principles will enhance the SEAõs and 
its LEAsõ ability to increase the quality of instruction for students and improve student 
achievement. 

 

 

Overview 
 
The vision of the Arkansas Department of Education (ADE) is to provide an innovative, 
comprehensive education system focused on outcomes that ensure every student in Arkansas is 
prepared to succeed in post-secondary education and careers. To assist in achieving this vision, 
the adoption and implementation of Common Core State Standards (CCSS) and membership in 
the Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) has played an 
integral role.  
 
Arkansas defines college and career ready as, "The acquisition of the knowledge and skills a 
student needs to be successful in all future endeavors including credit-bearing, first-year courses 
at a postsecondary institution (such as a two- or four-year college, trade school, or technical 
school) or to embark successfully on a chosen career." The foundation that CCSS will provide 
clearly demonstrates the move toward having students master rigorous content at deeper levels 
through the use of problem-solving and critical thinking skills. 
 
Former Commissioner of Education Dr. Tom Kimbrell led in the development of goals to move 
the state toward having all students ready for college and career. Ambitious goals were required 
to guide the work and provide the road map to high achieving learning communities. Most are 
closely tied to the requirements of the flexibility application and are as follows:  
 
Goal 1:  Learning Standards, Next Generation Assessments and Accountability  
Provide resources, tools and services to districts and schools that support the implementation of the Common Core 
State Standards and a common assessment system.  

¶ Analyze and share openly how districts spend money efficiently and effectively on strategies that 
ensure high levels of teaching and learning and result in enhanced and sustained student success. 

¶ Create an accountability system that will integrate academic and operational performance 
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measures to yield data for determining how resources should be targeted, distributed and 

managed for increased and sustained student success. 

Goal 2: Supporting Persistently Struggling Schools 
Strengthen strategic initiatives that address graduation rates, achievement gaps and persistently struggling schools. 
 

¶ Identify and promote effective early childhood, elementary, middle school and high school 
policies, practices and tools targeted to dropout prevention and recovery. 

¶ Promote out-of-school learning opportunities for students who need additional time to learn and 
be successful. 

¶ Identify alternative organizational structures to meet the needs of students left unmet by 
traditional school programs, structures and time frames. 

¶ Identify persistently struggling schools and present districts with a focused number of options to 
be implemented for reform and innovation and develop a comprehensive monitoring system to 
support schools in their transformation work. 

¶ Keep students engaged and on-track to graduation by increasing personalized support; ensuring 
multiple pathways are available to help students to stay on track academically and accelerate 
learning when appropriate; and using data to better identify and respond to those at-risk of 
failure in a more timely and effective manner. 

¶ Assess and focus on the teaching of essential career skills for all students, such as knowing 
workplace expectations, coming to work on time and having a customer service orientation. 

¶ Promote a culture of college and career readiness in Arkansas through rigorous and relevant 
course requirements. 

 

Goal 3: Improving Educator Effectiveness 
Enhance state, district and school leadership capacity and support for aligning Arkansas's education systems for 
early learners, K-12 students and postsecondary learners. 
 

¶ Develop customizable tools that help leaders at the local level make well-informed decisions. 

¶ Assist districts with technology integration that results in increased use and analysis of data that 
will inform and improve instruction. 

¶ Identify, develop and disseminate exemplary recruitment, preparation, licensure, mentoring, 
supervision and evaluation practices. 

 

Goal 4: Strengthening Stakeholder Partnerships 
Deepen essential partnerships with stakeholders through ongoing communication that will result in enhanced 
educational opportunities for Arkansas students. 
 

¶ Leverage partnerships to provide input, support and resources for key strategic initiatives of this 
plan. 

¶ Cultivate relationships with child-serving agencies to maximize scarce resources, reduce 
duplication of efforts and provide a coherent set of services to children and families. 

¶ Pursue grants to support the mission, vision and strategies of this plan. 
 

By setting goals such as these, the state of Arkansas has made great progress in education over 
the past 20 years, moving from near the bottom of state comparisons to being ranked fifth in the 
nation this year according to Education Week's Quality Counts rankings (Attachment 3). However, 
we realize there is room for improvement, particularly in the area of student achievement. 
Analysis of statewide data and review of policy has revealed there are elements of accountability 
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present, but our desire is to ensure a more inclusive and consistent system of accountability for 
our state and its schools.  
 
Arkansas has been known historically as a small state, burdened with high levels of poverty in its 
mainly rural population. The state has instituted many reforms, including the legislated 
consolidation of many small schools and districts over the past ten years. The majority of the 
schools in the state, however, still remain small and rural. Due to the size of these rural 
communities, many schools do not have a large student population, and thus many of their 
subpopulations do not meet the minimum number (N) that are examined and used for student 
achievement accountability for the current No Child Left Behind (NCLB) requirements. Our 
proposal would address those students currently not being identified as part of an at-risk group 
and ensure they become part of the subpopulation used for accountability purposes. 
 
 
We believe all of the Principles contained in this Flexibility application will move us toward 
greater success in closing the achievement gap. For too long, segments of our student population 
have struggled to achieve at desired levels. Implementation of the CCSS is the vehicle to re-
energize our focus on classroom instruction and this flexibility is a timely opportunity to move 
from a compliance mindset to a focus on long-term, continuous improvement. Work has begun 
to assist educators in this endeavor. Extensive statewide professional development and outreach 
for teachers, administrators and parents began in July 2011. A successful system of professional 
development delivery exists in our state through regional educational cooperatives, educational 
television network, live streaming and regional institutes. All components of this system are 
being employed for two-way communication as we implement these new standards. 
 
The theory of action underlying this change process is pictured in Figure 1below. In the 
development of each of the Flexibility Principles, the steps of the hourglass were followed from 
bottom to top in order to provide a clear and cohesive plan based upon core values and beliefs. 

 
 
Figure 1. Theory of action for change.  
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Public regional meetings around the state indicated the majority of respondents believed the 
disaggregation of data under NCLB by subgroups has been positive, shedding new light on the 
issue of achievement gaps for historically underachieving groups. One gap that is clearly growing 
smaller is that of our Hispanic/EL subpopulation. Other subpopulations have increased in their 
achievement, but not at rates enabling the gap to close. According to assessment data, the 
current accountability system has enabled large achievement gaps to persist in our student 
population. For example, only 16 percent of schools meet the minimum number of special 
education students for accountability, when 96 percent of our schools have a subpopulation of 
special education students attending their school. This reveals a gap of 80 percent of our schools 
that are not being held accountable for the achievement of this subpopulation. This Flexibility 
request proposes to require schools to be accountable for all low-achieving students by 
examining all students as well as a targeted group based on their membership in historically 
underperforming subpopulations, thus requiring accountability for all students in their care. 
While each subpopulation would continue to be reported separately and still be used to trigger 
interventions and support, all would be included for accountability purposes and expected to 
meet proficiency and growth targets.  
 
Significant advances in Arkansasõs longitudinal data system and expanded interagency 
partnerships have enabled cross-agency data sharing and enriched Arkansasõs available research 
and information for decision making across public preschool through postsecondary education 
systems. Arkansas was among the first states to meet 10 of the 10 essential elements of statewide 
longitudinal data systems outlined by the Data Quality Campaign. Further, Arkansas meets nine 
of the 10 actions to support effective data use and is on track to meet all 10 actions in the 
immediate future. Arkansas established the Arkansas Education to Employment Tracking and 
Trends Initiative (AEETT) among the ADE, Arkansas Department of Higher Education 
(ADHE) and the Arkansas Department of Workforce Services (ADWS) in 2009 to enable cross-
agency data sharing and support research connecting P-20 leading indicators with postsecondary 
and career outcomes. The AEETT Initiative allows creation of detailed High School Feedback 
reports to inform Arkansas high schools regarding their studentsõ preparation for successful 
postsecondary education and/or the workforce outcomes. 
 
Additional projects enabled significant advances in Arkansasõs longitudinal data system that 
enhanced the Teacher Student Data Link (TSDL) to promote effective use of data for local 
decision making. The Expand Enterprise Data Warehouse with Local Assessment Data and 
Teacher Student Link to Feed Data Visualization project, the Enterprise Architecture project, 
the Daily Roster Verification Pilot project, and Educator Data Integration project have 
expanded the longitudinal data systemõs architecture and capabilities necessary to support 
expanded district, school and classroom level data visualization and reporting tools. Pilot 
projects integrate classroom level assessment scores with summative and interim assessment 
scores for use with Arkansasõs data visualization and reporting tools. This will enhance local and 
state-wide data-informed decision making as described throughout this ESEA Flexibility 
proposal. These advances in the P-20 longitudinal data system, coupled with changes to educator 
evaluation policy, position Arkansas to meet 10 of 10 State Actions recommended by the Data 
Quality Campaign as essential to linking data use to improved student achievement (Data 
Quality Campaign (DQC), 2011 Ten State Actions to Ensure Effective Data Use. Retrieved from 
http://www.dataqualitycampaign.org/build/actions). These state actions enable leaders at the 
state and local levels to connect professional development and credentialing decisions to leading 

http://www.dataqualitycampaign.org/build/actions
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and outcome indicators including student growth and achievement outcomes. 
 
Improvement of instructional leadership at all levels from classroom to boardroom is a primary 
focus in our state and is imperative with the move to CCSS. Extensive work by educators and  
other stakeholders under the direction of Charlotte Danielson and Doug Reeves resulted in 
establishing congruent and consistent teacher and administrator evaluations that are aligned with 
interventions and support. Educators around the state have already realized that implementation 
of CCSS, next-generation assessments, the development of tiered support systems, 
differentiation and their ability to have students ready for college and career will all reflect on 
their professional evaluations. Legislation in 2011 strengthened this effort and provided statutes 
to hold individuals, schools, and districts accountable for improvement of instructional practices, 
and ties student achievement results to evaluation outcomes (Attachment 5). 
 
The interventions planned for Priority and Focus schools will also address improvement of 
instructional leadership and effective instructional practices. Our nationally recognized 
longitudinal data system has been utilized to identify schools that have been persistently low 
achieving. There is legislation already in place to address systemic leadership development and 
school support systems that will be instituted in Priority and Focus schools (Attachment 6). For 
all other schools, an extensive multi-tiered system of differentiated intervention and support 
exists to meet improvement needs. This is funded through a state grant and includes positive 
behavioral supports and strategies targeted toward closing the achievement gap. Streamlined 
digital access of support resources will be developed by the ADE and be online by Spring of 
2013 for school and public access. 
 
The combination of CCSS, next generation assessments, a focus on persistently low achieving 
schools and new professional evaluation systems will create a sense of urgency in the area of 
improving classroom instruction. Accountability for all of our state's student population will 
underscore the rationale for effective and efficient methods of ensuring both students and adults 
are continuous and high achieving learners. The simplified reporting system outlined in this 
Flexibility application combined with our longitudinal data system will enable educators and 
stakeholders to share in the ownership of improved student and adult learning, resulting in 
greater numbers of our children prepared for college and careers. 
 
The Arkansas Department of Education (ADE) is committed to the vision of providing an 
innovative, comprehensive education system that insures all Arkansas students have the 
opportunity to learn and succeed in attaining college and career readiness (CCR) with the goal of 
entering the workforce prepared for productive citizenry. ESEA Flexibility has enabled the ADE 
to pursue this vision with a high degree of commitment coupled with responsiveness to state-
specific issues that have impacted and continue to impact state and local learning systems.   
 
Public schools in Arkansas have experienced unprecedented change in the past two decades as 
population has increased, demographics have shifted, and communities have grown or declined 
in response to rapidly changing policy and economic conditions. Arkansasõs ESEA Flexibility 
Renewal Application provides the ADE with an opportunity to share evidence of successes and 
continued challenges as the ADE strives to be a responsive, integrated learning system designed 
to support continuous improvement for all of Arkansasõs students.  
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Principle 1: College and Career Ready Expectations for All Students 
In its 2012 ESEA Flexibility Proposal, ADE asserted its commitment to rigorous CCR standards 
and aligned, next-generation assessments by outlining a plan for transition to full implementation of 
the standards by the 2014-2015 school year.  
 
Successes, Learning and Continued Challenges in Principle 1 
Success  

¶ Arkansasõs public schools have transitioned instruction to align with the Common Core 
State Standards (CCSS) beginning with Grades K through 2 in 2011-2012, Grades 3 through 
8 in 2012-2013, and Grades 9 through 12 in 2013-2014.  

 

¶ By March 31st, the day this renewal is due, Arkansas schools will be half-way through the test 
administration window for the performance-based component of Arkansasõs next-generation 
assessment. For the first time since the adoption of CCR aligned Standards in 2010 
Arkansasõs public school students are completing assessments fully aligned to the content 
standards for which they are receiving instruction.  
 

¶ Over 5,000 Arkansas teachers and leaders were surveyed over the summer of 2013 regarding 
implementation of CCSS and changing instructional practice. 
 

o Ninety-one percent of principals and 74 percent of teachers indicated they believed 
the standards were more rigorous and raised expectations for student learning.  

o Ninety-one percent of teachers and 95 percent of leaders had participated in 
professional development on the CCSS to include incorporating instructional shifts 
into lesson planning, classroom instruction and assessment, and design of curriculum 
units. 

o Eighty-five percent of teachers felt completely or somewhat prepared to align 
instruction with the new standards. Forty-seven percent of teachers surveyed felt 
they had received adequate support for the transition in standards and instruction 
and 38 percent felt they had received comprehensive support. Eighty-nine percent of 
teachers indicated moderate to high confidence in their ability to align lesson plans 
and instruction to CCSS, and 81 percent indicated moderate to high confidence in 
aligning assessment and curriculum design with CCSS expectations.  

o Ninety-five percent of principals felt somewhat or completely prepared to support 
their teachers in aligning instruction. Fifty percent of principals felt their district 
leaders had adequately supported them to transition their schools and 40 percent felt 
they had comprehensive support from their district leaders.  

o Eighty percent of teachers surveyed indicated they had been observed and received 
feedback on how to more fully incorporate the new standards into instructional 
practice with some 52 percent receiving feedback four or more times during the year 
and 39 percent receiving feedback 2 to 3 times during the year.  

o Forty percent of principals surveyed indicated K-8 teachersõ practices were 
somewhat aligned with CCSS. Twenty-eight percent of principals indicated their K-8 
teachers were fully aligned with CCSS.  

o Eighty-seven to ninety-one percent of teachers surveyed correctly identified model 
instructional practices aligned with CCSS in literacy. Sixty-seven to ninety-three 
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percent of teachers surveyed correctly identified model instructional practices aligned 
with the CCSS shifts in mathematics.  

o Eighty-five percent of principals indicated they were creating more opportunities for 
teacher collaboration focused on CCSS implementation. Also, 75 percent indicated 
they were using classroom observations as opportunities to give feedback to teachers 
that reflects expectations under CCSS, 75 percent were ensuring curricular materials 
were aligned with new expectations, 75 percent were sharing resources and providing 
professional development opportunities to support teachersõ implementation of new 
standards.  

o Eighty-one percent of leaders and 64 percent of teachers agreed or strongly agreed 
that new standards, next generation assessments, and the Teacher Excellence and 
Support System could be implemented as integrated components to continuously 
improve the instructional system in their schools.  

 

¶ Equitable opportunity and access to rigorous CCR courses and instruction have been 
expanded and enhanced through the offering of online content through Virtual Arkansas 
http://virtualarkansas.org/ Virtual Arkansas is a partnership between the ADE and Arkansas 
Education Service Cooperatives to provide twenty-four hour a day, seven day a week access 
to high quality, rigorous instruction for a variety of courses. These courses are available to 
communities challenged with geographic isolation and challenged with scarce availability of 
qualified teachers for required courses. 

 
The increased rigor of the standards and the enhanced characteristics of assessment items on the 
next generation assessments represent a new foundation from which Arkansasõs LEAs will evaluate 
the progress of their continuous improvement efforts.  
 
Learning 
This ESEA Renewal opportunity presents itself at a critical time in this transition. Student level 
assessment results from 2015 will reflect studentsõ readiness on CCR constructs rather than 
constructs assessed in previous assessmentsñArkansasõs Benchmark and End of Course Exams. 
These differences in the constructs assessed limit the comparability of studentsõ prior state 
assessment scores to their performance on the next-generation assessments (PARCC in 2014-15). 
Thus, results from 2015 assessments will function as a baseline for LEAs and the ADE to evaluate 
the transition from Arkansasõs state standards to more broadly comparable CCR standards.  
 
The results of Arkansas studentsõ Benchmark and End of Course Exams demonstrated an 
interesting trend over six years (three years prior to ESEA Flexibility and three years of ESEA 
Flexibility). In general, student performance on grade level standards steadily improved from 2009 
through 2012 (Figure 2). The improvements in literacy and mathematics dipped in 2013 and 2014 
concurrent with the implementation of new CCR standards in the tested grades.  

¶ Literacy performance improved significantly in 2012 compared to prior years, and although 
schools demonstrated a dip in literacy, results are higher in 2014 than in 2011, the baseline 
for ESEA Flexibility.  

¶ Studentsõ mathematics scores show a larger drop in 2013 and 2014 which may represent 
specific and significant construct differences between CCR standards and Arkansasõs prior 
standards in mathematics at particular grade levels. 

 

http://virtualarkansas.org/
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Figure 2. Three-year math and literacy achievement trends. 
 
The ADE encouraged LEAs to examine the fidelity of their implementation of CCR standards, as 
well as the trends in their assessment results to inform their continuous improvement planning 
during this significant instructional and assessment transition.   
 
Challenges 
The transition to CCR standards and next-generation assessments has not been without challenges.  

¶ Challenges were noted from the teacher and leader survey on CCSS implementation: 
o Overwhelmingly, teachers (72 percent) and leaders (69 percent) selected time 

constraints and their own limitations as the major obstacles to their efforts to 
consistently and successfully implement the new standards. Sixty-nine percent of 
principals indicated they felt their teachersõ biggest obstacle to successful 
implementation was time.  

o Forty-nine percent of teachers and 43 percent of principals indicated studentsõ 
prior knowledge was an obstacle to consistent and successful implementation of 
the new standards.  

o Almost half of all teachers and leaders surveyed indicated better and/or more 
aligned instructional and assessment resources were needed to support more 
successful implementation of the new standards.  

¶ The timing of implementation of new standards three years in advance of assessments 
aligned to the standards has been a challenge for teachers and leaders trying to inform the 
effectiveness of their transition using student assessment data, particularly in mathematics 
where the shifts in grade level content create the greatest disparity in expectations between 
what is being taught and what is still tested. In some cases, teachers have felt compelled to 
align instruction to the new standards and still include units of instruction on the old 
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standards out of concern for how studentsõ performance on the Benchmark and End of 
Course Exams may impact schoolsõ accountability ratings as well as studentsõ possible 
remediation/intervention plans.  

¶ Ensuring students with special learning needs, English language learners (ELs), economically 
disadvantaged, and low achieving students access rigorous CCR expectations is an ever-
present challenge that is made easier with appropriate tiered response systems. To expand 
educatorsõ tool boxes of strategies for ensuring all students access rigorous CCR 
expectations the ADE is expanding its professional development in Response to 
Intervention to all schools in Arkansas starting in 2016 through 2020 (page 36).  
 

Although Arkansas has encountered challenges in the implementation of CCR aligned standards and 
assessments, transition continues as the ADE, teachers, and leaders strive to meet the challenges.  
 
Principle 2- Differentiated Accountability, Recognition, and Tiered Support System 
 
In Arkansasõs initial application for ESEA Flexibility, the ADE responded to stakeholder input by 
simplifying the accountability and reporting system with the goal of streamlining disparate state and 
federal accountability systems. ESEA Renewal will allow Arkansas to come closer to realizing the 
goal of a unitary, focused system of accountability, recognition, and tiered support informed by 
enhanced information systems and feedback loops (Figure 3). 
 

 
 
Figure 3. Differentiated Accountability and Feedback Loop  
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Successes, Learning and Continued Challenges in Principle 2 
 
Success 
Several notable accomplishments have resulted from the implementation of the Differentiated 
Accountability, Recognition, and Tiered Support System (DARTSS) since its approval in 2012. 
These include deeper integration of research and technology to support informed decision-making, 
increased coherence of the learning, assessment and accountability systems that support student 
learning and teacher effectiveness, and implementation of a letter grade school rating system that 
further differentiates schools strengths and challenges for parents and community stakeholders.  
 
Arkansasõs statewide longitudinal data systems have grown and matured into information systems 
that literally inform the day-to-day work of educators in Arkansasõs schools, while supporting short- 
and long-term strategic learning and improvement. The Data Quality Campaign identified Arkansas 
as a leading state in its Data for Action 2014 report along with Kentucky and Delaware (http://dqc-
staging.snapshotdev.com/your-states-progress/by-state/overview/ ).  
 

¶ All schools in Arkansas have access to the Student GPS system which provides a secure 
dashboard that integrates local data with statewide information system data for informed 
decision-making https://adedata.arkansas.gov/sgps/. The Student GPS system facilitates day-
to-day decision-making for leadership and instruction by providing leaders and teachers with 
relevant information on factors most related to actions for improving student learning.  

 

¶ The ADEõs data center (https://adedata.arkansas.gov/) provides a single location for all of the 
ADEõs data systems, data tools, and reports for educators, policy makers, teachers, parents, 
school districts and others interested in official data. From this single location schools can 
access secure, private data as well as public reports across financial, instructional, and 
organizational areas to inform continuous improvement.  

 

¶ These tools are also available to ADE leaders to inform their work with LEAs allowing 
ADE leaders to support continuous improvement functions as well as compliance and 
reporting functions.  

With the enhancements to data access and reporting provided by its Research and Technology 
Division, the ADE is poised to elevate its role in supporting local learning systems and providing 
differentiated supports and interventions to LEAs by accelerating the pace of its organizational 
learning and its ability to inform continuous improvement and differentiate supports and 
interventions. 
 
A comprehensive and coherent system results from intentional efforts to integrate across functional 
areas of an organization. For the ADE this translates to increased communication and collaboration 
among the Divisions of Learning Services (curriculum/instruction/assessment/professional 
development), Public School Accountability, and Educator Effectiveness and Licensure, as well as 
Research and Technology to achieve the vision of providing an innovative, comprehensive 
education system that insures all Arkansas students have the opportunity to learn and succeed in 
attaining college and career readiness (CCR) with the goal of entering the workforce prepared for 
productive citizenry.  

¶ The ADE leadership team meets weekly to strategically plan and carryout actions within and 
across divisions to coordinate efforts to support the elements of Principles 1-3, and deal 

http://dqc-staging.snapshotdev.com/your-states-progress/by-state/overview/
http://dqc-staging.snapshotdev.com/your-states-progress/by-state/overview/
https://adedata.arkansas.gov/sgps/
https://adedata.arkansas.gov/
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with issues that intersect across divisions. Units within each division meet to cross-
collaborate as they implement the work.  

¶ Representatives from each of the divisions regularly attend the Teacher Evaluation Advisor 
Committee meetings and other advisory committee meetings to inform and receive feedback 
from stakeholders on issues at the intersection of student assessment, accountability, 
teacher/leader effectiveness, and the statewide system of support.  

¶ The use of web-based collaboration software allows ADE leaders and staff to collaborate 
across distances, removing some of the barriers of travel time associated with supporting 
schools at geographic distances.  

 
Arkansasõs Differentiated Accountability, Recognition, and Tiered Support System (DARTSS) has 
matured since the 2012 proposal through data- and stakeholder-informed amendments. Through 
Flex Renewal the ADE proposes to refine the system further. These refinements are anchored in 
data and responsive to lessons learned by the ADE in early implementation of DARTSS, 
stakeholder feedback on DARTSS, and state statute.  
 

¶ The creation of the Targeted Achievement Gap Group (TAGG) and the lowering of the 
minimum N to 25 students increased the percentage of schools accountable for and 
attending to the needs of students at risk for achieving CCR. Ninety-eight percent of 
Arkansasõs schools have a TAGG that meets the minimum N for accountability.  

¶ Publication of ESEA School and District Performance Reports ensured the performance of 
ESEA subgroups was not masked by use of the TAGG and that the needs of the students in 
these groups are identified and addressed through schoolsõ continuous improvement plans 
(Figures 10 and 11 on pages 71-72). 

¶ TAGG performance has improved relative to NonTAGG students, and ESEA subgroups 
have improved in performance, for the most part, relative to the 2011 baseline for ESEA 
subgroups (Figures 4-7). 

 

 
     
      Figure 4. Literacy performance trend of NonTAGG and TAGG students. 
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 Figure 5. Math performance trend for NonTAGG and TAGG students. 

88.2 90.3 91.7 92.9 91.8 89.7 

67.2 
71.9 73.6 75.8 72.8 

68.9 

0.0

10.0

20.0

30.0

40.0

50.0

60.0

70.0

80.0

90.0

100.0

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

M
e
d

ia
n

 S
ch

o
o
l 
P

e
rc

e
n

t 
o

f 
S

tu
d

e
n

ts
 

P
ro

fic
ie

n
t/
A

d
va

n
ce

d
 

Median School Math Performance for TAGG and 
NonTAGG 

NonTAGG TAGG



 

 

25                                                         July 2015 

 

ESEA FLEXIBILITY ð REQUEST                               U.S.  DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION  

 
Figure 6. Literacy performance trends for students in ESEA subgroups, TAGG, and All Students. 
 

¶ Note the literacy achievement gaps for ESEA subgroups demonstrate a trend of closing 
relative to the 2009, and even 2011 at the start of ESEA Flexibility, despite the transition 
challenges noted earlier. ELs and students with disabilities show the most narrowing of the 
gap. 
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Figure 7. Literacy performance trends for students in ESEA subgroups, TAGG, and All Students. 
 

¶ Note the math achievement gaps for ESEA subgroups demonstrate a slight narrowing 
relative to the 2009, and even 2011, at the start of ESEA Flexibility, despite the transition 
challenges noted earlier. ELs and students with disabilities show the most gap closure. 
 

¶ Of the 48 schools identified as Priority Schools in 2011, 11 schools have been removed from 
the listñsix schools have closed or reconfigured within their districts, four schools exited in 
2013 and 1 school in 2014 by meeting their AMOs for two consecutive years.  Comparing 
the performance of Priority Schools when they were identified in 2011 to how the remaining 
Priority Schools performed in 2014: 

o The mean literacy percent proficient for Priority schools has increased from 40.62 to 
51.06 for the schools remaining in Priority Status, a meaningful increase that is well 
above chance given a 95% confidence band. 
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o The mean math percent proficient for Priority Schools has remained relatively 
unchanged for the schools remaining in Priority Status (mean of 44.52 in 2014 
compared to 43.41 in 2011). This difference is not at a significant or meaningful 
level.  

o Median graduation rate (four-year adjusted cohort rate) has improved to 76.67 
percent in 2013 for these lowest performing schools compared to 72.04 percent in 
2010.  

¶ Of the 110 Focus schools identified in 2011, 25 schools have been removed from the listñ
15 schools met their AMOs for two consecutive years in 2013 and one school met its AMOs 
for two consecutive years in 2014. The remaining nine schools removed from the list were 
closed or reconfigured due to consolidation/annexation or grade level changes within a 
district.  

o Focus Schoolsõ mean math and literacy performance gap decreased 8.23 percentage 
points from a high of 33.43 percentage points in 2011 to 25.20 percentage points in 
2014.  

o Act 696 of the 2013 General Assembly created an A-F grading system requirement. 
The A-F determinations include attention to achievement gaps within schools, 
further drawing schoolsõ and districtsõ attention to closing the achievement gap. 

 
Learning 
Prior to ESEA Flexibility, Arkansasõs LEAs contended with federal and state accountability laws that 
had similar overarching goals yet somewhat divergent requirements; which resulted in school and 
district accountability systems classifying schools in sometimes different and confusing categories in 
terms of student performance and growth. School and LEA designations under ESEA Flexibility 
allowed the ADE to simplify federal accountability designations in response to stakeholder 
feedback, and to respond to state-specific needs for differentiating intervention and support through 
its plans for Priority, Focus and all other Title I schools.  
 
When Act 696ñan Act to clarify for parents the public school rating system--was passed during the 
2013 Arkansas General Assembly the ADE had an opportunity to further the goal of a unitary, 
focused system of accountability, recognition, and tiered support. Using statewide data from 
Arkansasõs enhanced data and information systems, the ADE responded to stakeholdersõ requests to 
model the data for requested components for inclusion in schoolsõ Letter Grade determination. 
ADE used an iterative modeling and reporting process to engage stakeholders in determining 
components to include in school letter grades, and to winnow stakeholdersõ suggestions to four 
salient components aligned to expertsõ suggested criteria for rating schools (Education Commission 
of the States, 2014).   
 
After twelve months of meeting with stakeholders to share results and solicit feedback, the ADE put 
forth suggested rules to the State Board of Education for public comment. The resulting A ð F letter 
grades provide a score that combines a weighted performance component, a growth and/or 
improvement component, graduation rate for high schools and an adjustment for the size of 
achievement gaps. Arkansasõs A-F School Rating rules integrate an improvement requirement that 
mirrors several components of Arkansasõs approved DARTSS. The A-F School Rating is not 
included in this ESEA Flexibility Renewal application. However, it is important to note that 
the ADE garnered invaluable stakeholder feedback and accountability modeling through the 
development process that resulted in the stateõs A-F Rating System. The information learned 
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through Arkansasõs process continues to inform future iterations toward an increasingly unified state 
and federal accountability system. Notably, schools that are meeting AMOs for DARTSS are, by 
design, reducing achievement gaps, improving performance and growth, and concomitantly 
improving their potential A-F School Rating. Thus, schools can focus on improvement to 
benefit both state and federal accountability ratings rather than focusing on two completely 
disparate systems. (Attachment 19) 
 
An important challenge for ADE is the transition of accountability given the transition to next-
generation assessments aligned to rigorous CCR standards. The ADE is proposing phasing in full 
implementation of all components of status determination after pausing in 2015. Details are 
provided in Section 2.A on page 57. 

P3- Teacher and Principal Evaluation Systems 
 
Success 
 
Arkansasõs teacher evaluation system (based on Danielsonõs model) was carefully designed to 
balance the need for statewide consistency with local district autonomy.  Arkansas will continue with 
statewide implementation of the state evaluation rubric, Danielsonõs Framework for Teaching, 
during the 2014-2015 school year.  All administrators who evaluate teachers have completed the 
Teachscape Proficiency Assessment. The state will continue to require training and credentialing for 
proficiency in the system of evaluation.   
 

¶ The state has allocated numerous resources to ensure evaluators have the necessary 
knowledge and skills to evaluate all teachers in a fair, consistent, and valid manner. The state 
has also provided other trainings to support administrators so the primary purpose of the 
evaluation system is not lost, the primary purpose being a formative process to improve 
professional practice, thereby, improving student learning. A host of training modules, 
materials, and supporting documentation for TESS implementation are available at 
http://www.arkansased.org/divisions/human-resources-educator-effectiveness-and-licensure/office-
of-educator-effectiveness  

¶ As additional support, the state has purchased an electronic observation and data system 
from BloomBoard, to assist administrators and teachers with the transparency and 
management of data.  While training everyone on the details of the system is important, a 
concerted effort to emphasize the formative process has been a focus so the evaluation 
system does not become what the state has had in the past, a system of compliance.  To this 
end, the state has focused training on coaching and calibration of evaluators to ensure 
evaluators can host conversations that lead to productive feedback and to prevent a rating 
òdrift.ó  

¶ Teacher level measures of student growth have been calculated for all teachers for 2012, 
2013, and 2014 assessments, and made available to teachers and leaders through a secure 
portal on the ADE Data Center under Student Ordinal Assessment Rank (SOAR) data 
portal at https://adedata.arkansas.gov/  

 
Learning   
As the teacher evaluation system has been operationalized, rules for implementation guide the 
process. Staff from the ADE have been meeting with a Teacher Evaluation Advisory Committee 
(TEAC) since September 2012. Members of the TEAC are teachers, district level administrators, 

http://www.arkansased.org/divisions/human-resources-educator-effectiveness-and-licensure/office-of-educator-effectiveness
http://www.arkansased.org/divisions/human-resources-educator-effectiveness-and-licensure/office-of-educator-effectiveness
https://adedata.arkansas.gov/


 

 

29                                                         July 2015 

 

ESEA FLEXIBILITY ð REQUEST                               U.S.  DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION  

building level administrators, representatives from various educational organizations, and the 
business community.  The TEAC has met regularly, and ADE staff has provided research and 
collaborated with the Arkansas Research Center and Office for Innovations in Education to provide 
modeled data sets under consideration as measures for student growth.  

¶ In developing rules for implementation, the ADE (with the input of the TEAC and 
Administrator Advisory Committees) determined that effectiveness ratings are rated based 
on two parts:  professional practice and student growth.  Annually, educators receive an 
overall rating, a combination of the two parts, Professional Practice Ratings and Student 
Growth.  Professional practice ratings are determined based on the educatorõs observed 
performance, rated according to the stateõs adopted framework for evaluating performance 
rubric and also on evidence of how the educatorõs practice impacts students as evidenced by 
progress on the educatorõs professional growth plan and artifacts to demonstrate student 
progress/growth.  This rating is established as a òsoftó rating each year prior to the 
availability of student assessment data or other criteria determined to measure growth.    

¶ In the event that a teacher receives strong professional practice ratings and demonstrates a 
low impact on student learning, it is expected that the teacherõs PGP will address this 
discrepancy and its root causes. Persistently low student growth will result in a lower teacher 
effectiveness rating. For example, teachers rated as Proficient, rather than Distinguished, due 
to low growth of his/her students will be rated as Basic if the low growth of his/her 
students persists over multiple years as indicated in the Rules for TESS. Likewise, teachers 
rated as Proficient or Basic may have their rating reduced to a lower level of teacher 
effectiveness in the event their students demonstrate persistent low growth (a level below the 
threshold for multiple years). 

¶ Performance ratings are the catalyst to engage educators in the process of continuous 
professional improvement as formalized in the educatorsõ PGP. The Framework for Teachingõs 
detailed performance descriptors provide guidance to the educator and evaluator for 
formulating goals within the PGP, enhancing the understanding of evaluators and educators 
in the evidence required to demonstrate proficient and distinguished practice. Differentiated 
PGPs reflect the differentiated professional growth needs of educators and allow districts 
and schools to provide resources and supports based on the differentiated PGPs. For 
example, educators receiving a rating of Basic for a category are required to address the 
professional learning needs identified within the category. Each educator must dedicate one-
half of the professional development hours required by law or rule to professional learning 
in the educatorõs content area, instructional strategies applicable to the educatorõs content 
area or the educatorõs identified needs from summative evaluation and interim appraisals. 
Teachers in Intensive Support Status must use all professional development hours required 
by rule or law to address identified needs. Evaluators use teachersõ performance ratings that 
are not Proficient or Distinguished as areas for growth when performing formative 
observations as part of the interim appraisal process. Formative observations are critical in 
the evaluatorõs role of monitoring the teacherõs professional growth and helping guide 
professional development decisions.  

¶ The interim appraisal process is designed to provide teachers with meaningful feedback, 
targeted professional development activities, and multiple opportunities for self-reflection of 
practice. The interim appraisal allows teachers to focus on areas of weakness identified in 
previous summative evaluations. Additionally, the interim appraisal focuses on student 
learning results and growth every year. During this process, principals continue to observe all 
teachers, but with a more targeted focus.  Each year, principals facilitate conversations with 
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teachers based on their individualized professional growth plans. Teachers have input in 
their growth plans; however, the principal has final approval on the content, based on 
identified areas. During the interim process, teachers receive feedback and coaching from 
peer teachers and instructional facilitators. 

¶ In cases where educators require intensive support to improve their practice TESS provides 
a timeline for intervention of no more than two semesters unless the educator has 
demonstrated significant progress within that time period. Evaluators shall notify the 
superintendent of an educator in Intensive Support Status who does not accomplish the 
goals and complete the tasks established for the Intensive Support Status during the given 
period. Upon review and approval of the documentation, the superintendent shall 
recommend termination or non-renewal of the teacherõs contract. 

Multiple measures for supporting convergent validity of teacher effectiveness and producing reliable 
ratings are required in TESS. The post-observation conference includes presentation of artifacts and 
external assessment measures that provide evidence of student growth (Ark. Ann. Code § 6-17-2804 
(7).  In the 2013 legislative session, the half of the artifacts language was removed to help clarify the 
operationalization of the system. Since Arkansas is using a trigger method to determine the impact 
of student growth on an educatorõs rating, that language was very confusing and made it difficult to 
integrate with the trigger system. The artifacts listed below may be used to support the professional 
practice ratings OR used for future pre/post measures for SLOs/SGOs.  Artifacts that provide 
clear, concise, evidentiary data to improve student achievement, growth, and demonstrate high levels 
of performance in professional practice may include one or more of the following: 
Lesson plans or pacing guides aligned with the standards; 

¶ Self-directed or collaborative research approved by the evaluator; 

¶ Participation in professional development; 

¶ Contributions to parent, community or professional meetings; 

¶ Classroom assessments including samples of student work, portfolios, writing, projects, unit 
tests, pre/post assessments and classroom-based formative assessments; 

¶ District-level assessments including formative assessments, grade or subject level 
assessments, department level assessments and common assessments; and 

¶ National assessments including AP assessments, NRTs and career and technical assessments. 
 
Student growth for inclusion in the educatorõs annual overall rating will be measured by the educator 
meeting an established threshold for growth, based on their studentsõ growth/progress on state 
assessments or other approved criteria.  The state expects to add additional growth measures in the 
future as assessment decisions are finalized.   
 
Challenges 
 
ADE proposes that one option for the inclusion of Student Growth to be incorporated into a 
teacherõs final summative rating by assigning a òSOARó (Student Ordinal Achievement Ranking) 
value. SOAR values are based on an SGP-like calculation model.  A teacherõs rating will be based on 
the median value of his/her studentsõ SOAR values, based on math or literacy assessment data.  
Arkansas has a òtriggeró model for the inclusion of growth.  A teacher who does not meet the 
threshold for growth the first year cannot be rated Distinguished.  If a teacher does not meet the 
threshold for growth for the second consecutive year, his/her overall rating will be lowered one 
level.  The threshold for growth has been set at a SOAR value of 30.  
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¶ While the growth threshold is currently established at a growth percentile of 30, the number 
was not chosen arbitrarily.  To determine the threshold, the òtriggeró point at which an 
educatorõs rating is impacted, the TEAC committee analyzed data modeled by the Arkansas 
Research Center.  A growth to standard model was run concurrently with the SOAR ranking 
model to determine the impact of teachers who had students scoring below the 30th 
percentile.  Data showed that a teacher with a SOAR value of 30 or below had over half of 
his/her students showing negative gains in terms of expected growth toward a proficiency 
standard.   

¶ The ADE seeks to continue this process in the future, using this criterion to re-establish the 
threshold each year based on student progress on future assessments.  This represents a 
challenge since the properties of the scores on the new assessments have yet to be analyzed 
for this use, and growth will not be available until the second year of administration. Given 
compatible properties, the threshold will be reevaluated with the new scores and applied to 
both teacher and administrator evaluations.  The growth for principals will be based on a 
school SOAR value, depicting the impact of success for all students within the school.   

 
Teacher median SOAR values for 2014 are illustrated in Figure 8.  

 
Figure 8. Teacher median SOAR values for 2014.  
 

¶ Another challenge for incorporating student growth into teacher ratings has been the 
frequency of teachers with fewer than 10 students, falling below the stability N for use of 
SOAR (Table 1). 
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Table 1. Number and Percent of Teachers with Fewer than 10 Students for SOAR 
 

Test & Grade Number of 
Math Teachers 
 Student N < 10 

Test & Grade Number of 
Literacy 
Teachers 

Student N < 10 

ITBS  ITBS   

  Grade 2 16% (308)   Grade 2 11% (214) 

Benchmark   Benchmark   

  Grade 3 12% (196)   Grade 3 15% (259) 

  Grade 4 17% (229)   Grade 4 19% (281) 

  Grade 5 21% (227)   Grade 5 21% (259) 

  Grade 6 29%(247)   Grade 6 28% (270) 

  Grade 7  34% (272)   Grade 7  33% (283) 

  Grade 8 41% (338)   Grade 8 35% (292) 

Algebra     

  Grade 8  18% (44)   

  Grade 9  23% (133)     

Geometry        

  Grade 9 45% (142)   

  Grade 10 47% (387)    

All Test Groups 13% (1099) All Grades 10% (772) 

 
The distribution of teacher median SOAR values would lend itself to establishing low, expected and 
high growth to provide more information for teachers. Multiple years of teacher median SOAR 
values demonstrate similar properties for establishing expectations (Table 2).  
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Table 2. Median SOAR Values for Various Percentiles Within the State Distribution 
 
 

Year Subject N  ME
AN 

STD 5th 10th 11th 12th 13th 14th 15th 18th 20th 25th 50th 75th 80th 85th 

%ile %ile %ile %ile %ile %ile %ile %ile %ile %ile %ile %ile %ile %ile 

SOA
R 

SOA
R 

SOA
R 

SOA
R 

SOA
R 

SOA
R 

SOA
R 

SOA
R 

SOA
R 

SOA
R 

SOA
R 

SOA
R 

SOA
R 

SOA
R 

2014 Math 7270 50.5 16.9 23.0 28.5 29.0 30.0 31.0 31.5 32.5 34.0 35.5 38.0 50.0 62.5 65.5 69.0 

2013 Math 4005 50.7 15.9 24.5 30.0 31.0 31.5 32.0 33.0 33.5 36.0 37.0 39.5 51.0 61.5 64.8 67.5 

2012 Math 4127 50.3 16.2 23.0 29.0 30.0 31.0 32.0 32.0 33.0 35.0 36.5 39.0 50.5 61.5 64.0 68.0 

                   2014 Literacy 16973 49.5 12.7 28.5 33.0 34.0 34.5 35.0 36.0 36.5 38.0 39.0 41.0 49.0 58.0 60.0 62.0 

2013 Literacy 3628 50.7 13.5 28.5 33.0 34.0 35.0 35.5 36.0 37.0 38.0 39.0 41.0 50.5 60.0 62.5 65.0 

2012 Literacy 3698 50.3 13.7 27.5 32.5 33.0 34.0 34.5 35.0 36.0 38.0 38.5 41.0 50.5 59.5 62.0 64.0 

                   2014 All 
Subjects 

24243 49.8 14.1 27.0 32.0 32.5 33.0 34.0 34.5 35.0 37.0 38.0 40.5 49.5 59.0 61.0 64.0 

2013 All 
Subjects 

7633 50.7 14.8 26.5 31.5 32.5 33.0 34.0 34.5 35.0 37.0 38.0 40.0 50.5 61.0 63.5 66.0 

2012 All 
Subjects 

7825 50.3 15.0 25.0 30.5 31.5 32.0 33.0 34.0 34.5 36.5 37.5 40.0 50.5 60.5 63.0 66.0 

 
 

ADE plans to continue to implement the teacher and leader evaluation systems as detailed with additional decisions outlined in 
amendments.  Given the transition to next generation assessments and the transition challenges outlined in Principal 2.b. of this ESEA 
Flexibility Renewal, growth scores for teacher and leader development will need to be revisited in 2015-2016 once the assessment scale has 
been developed and growth metric options made available by the assessment company.  
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PRINCIPLE 1:  COLLEGE ð AND CARREER-READY 
EXPECTATIONS FOR ALL STUDENTS  

 

1.A      ADOPT COLLEGE - AND CAREER-READY STANDARDS  
 
Select the option that pertains to the SEA and provide evidence corresponding to the option 
selected. 
 

Option A 
  The State has adopted college- and career-
ready standards in at least reading/language 
arts and mathematics that are common to a 
significant number of States, consistent with 
part (1) of the definition of college- and 
career-ready standards. 

 
i. Attach evidence that the State has adopted 
the standards, consistent with the Stateõs 
standards adoption process. (Attachment 4) 

 

Option B  
   The State has adopted college- and career-

ready standards in at least reading/language 
arts and mathematics that have been 
approved and certified by a State network of 
institutions of higher education (IHEs), 
consistent with part (2) of the definition of 
college- and career-ready standards. 

 

i. Attach evidence that the State has adopted 
the standards, consistent with the Stateõs 
standards adoption process.  

 
ii.  Attach a copy of the memorandum of 

understanding or letter from a State network 
of IHEs certifying that students who meet 
these standards will not need remedial 
coursework at the postsecondary level.   

 
 

1.B       TRANSITION TO COLLEGE - AND CAREER-READY STANDARDS  
 

Provide the SEAõs plan to transition to and implement no later than the 2013ð2014 school year 
college- and career-ready standards statewide in at least reading/language arts and mathematics for 
all students and schools and include an explanation of how this transition plan is likely to lead to all 
students, including English Learners, students with disabilities, and low-achieving students, gaining 
access to and learning content aligned with such standards.  The Department encourages an SEA to 
include in its plan activities related to each of the italicized questions in the corresponding section of 
the document titled ESEA Flexibility Review Guidance, or to explain why one or more of those 
activities is not necessary to its plan. 

 

Overview 
 

The goal of Common Core State Standards (CCSS) is to prepare children to compete in a 
global environment. This begins and ends with college and career readiness. In an ethnically 
diverse state where more than half of our students are economically disadvantaged (60.0 
percent), education is the ticket to a better life.  
 
Arkansas participated early and eagerly in the development of CCSS, initially under the 
leadership of former Arkansas Commissioner of Education Dr. Ken James. In 2009, he 
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chaired the Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO), as thoughtful conversation 
about shared standards turned to carefully crafting them. Current Commissioner Johnny 
Key energetically continues the commitment to embed the standards in our stateõs 
education ethic and practice.  
 
These internationally benchmarked standards reflect college and career readiness (CCR) 
expectations that, by design, equip our students with the skills needed to be successful after 
graduating from our high schoolsña focus for the Arkansas Department of Education 
(ADE), and an economic necessity for our state. The Arkansas State Board of Education 
strongly supported the initiative and formally adopted the CCSS in July 2010 (Attachment 
4), thus proving Arkansasõs commitment to making sure our students are prepared for 
college, careers and life.  
 
Arkansas played a role in the development and review of the CCSS to ensure the new 
standards were as solid as the stateõs former standards.  Arkansas served as a governing 
state in the Partnership for the Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) 
consortium.  
 
The CCR expectations set forth by the adoption of the CCSS require Arkansas educators to focus 
on all students, including those who do not speak English as a first language and those with 
special learning needs. Arkansasõs expectation for their inclusion is evidenced by and captured in 
our vision for CCR aligned instruction in all Arkansas schools, which is a part of our Strategic 
Plan for the Implementation of CCSS (Attachment 7). This vision reads, òAll students in every 
Arkansas classroom will be engaged daily in rigorous learning experiences that build on studentsõ 
talents, challenge their skills and understandings, and develop their ability to reason, problem 
solve, collaborate and communicate. Students will monitor their learning and direct their thinking 
to become productive and contributing team members. Students will grapple with complex texts 
and problems, construct viable arguments and persist until solutions are identified and 
substantiated. Through these learning experiences, students will be confident in their preparation 
for success in their post-school lives, including college and career.ó  
 
This vision sets high standards for our students and forced educators to examine the practices 
they use each day in their classrooms across our state so they are ensuring all students experience 
learning at this level. The full implementation of the new Teacher Excellence and Support System 
(TESS) and CCSS have occured simultaneously in our state with purposeful connections created 
to support effective instruction for all students. 
 

Arkansas has made a great deal of progress over the past several years on developing robust 
student-level longitudinal data systems that can track individual student progress from pre-
kindergarten through 12th grade and into postsecondary education. In 2009 Arkansas was 
recognized for its exemplary longitudinal data system, which satisfies all ten essential Data Quality 
Campaign elements. These systems provide better information for policymakers and educators 
about student and system performance at the school, district and state levels. In examining the 
stateõs data it is evident achievement gaps exist for many of our student subpopulations. The 
proposed accountability system outlined in Principle 2 will demonstrate a greater focus on at-risk 
student groups and ensure accountability for decreasing the achievement gap. 
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Implementation  
 
The ADE transitioned to CCR aligned standards starting with Grades K-2 in 2011-2012 and 
completed transition of all grades in full implementation of CCSS during the 2013-2014 school 
year.  Specifics of our alignment efforts, work to ensure that ELs and SWD are able to fully access 
the CCSS, our comprehensive plan for providing teachers and principals with ongoing 
professional development and support, and more, are outlined below. 
 
Alignment 
 
Following the adoption of the CCSS, the ADE brought together educators from across the 
state to perform an alignment analysis of the Arkansas Mathematics Curriculum Framework 
and English Language Arts Curriculum Framework to the CCSS. This work was completed 
by a committee of educators that included teachers at all grade levels, math and English 
language arts specialists, other content area specialists, including ELs and special education 
and faculty from institutions of higher education. To accomplish this work, the committees 
used the Common Core Comparison Tool created by Achieve to assist in determining the 
relationship between state standards and the CCSS documents. After this work, the ADE 
published these crosswalks to illustrate the results of this alignment analysis for Arkansas 
educators to use in the development of their local curriculum.  

Arkansasõs current work to support college and career readiness through rigorous standards 
may be viewed on our website at http://www.arkansased.gov/divisions/learning-

services/curriculum-and-instruction/common-core-state-standards  

Special Populations 

Ensuring students with disabilities (SWD), English language learners (ELs), economically 
disadvantaged, and low achieving students access rigorous CCR expectations is an ever-present 
challenge that is made easier with appropriate tiered response systems. To expand educatorsõ tool 
boxes of strategies for ensuring all students access rigorous CCR expectations, the ADE is 
expanding its professional development in Response to Intervention to all schools in Arkansas 
starting in 2016 through 2020. 
 
Response to Intervention (RTI) is an educational framework designed to identify students who 
may be at risk for learning or behavior challenges, offer support, and monitor progress (United 
States Department of Education, Office of Special Education Programs, 2010). RTI is a 
systematic approach to assist all struggling studentsñnot just special education students.  Core 
curricula developed at the local level and instructional strategies implemented in the classroom 
serve as the foundation for RTI. The RTI framework includes several components: screening and 
progress monitoring, formative and summative assessment, and data-based decision making. The 
fourth component is a three-tiered system of supports. The three-tiered system of supports 
encompasses core instruction; supplemental, small-group instruction; and specialized, 
individualized instruction. 
 
A newly-developed system for Arkansas (RTI Arkansas) uses the multi-tiered system and frames it 
with the other three components. This integrates the system of supports with assessments; 
building upon the previous work done through the first SPDG grant.  

http://www.arkansased.gov/divisions/learning-services/curriculum-and-instruction/common-core-state-standards
http://www.arkansased.gov/divisions/learning-services/curriculum-and-instruction/common-core-state-standards
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The expectation is that most students, at least 80 percent, will benefit from Tier I instruction, 
which uses well-differentiated instruction in the core curriculum. Tier II is the second level. 
Approximately 10ð15 percent of students are expected to need the supplemental, small-group 
instruction of Tier II to benefit from the core instruction and curriculum. Tier III includes 
specialized, individualized instruction for students with intensive needs. It typically involves small 
group and/or one-on-one instruction of one to three students who are significantly behind their 
peers.  
 
Decisions regarding student participation in both Tier II and Tier III are made on a case-by-case 
basis according to student need. What is necessary to remember for all tiers is that they are 
flexible. Students may move from one tier to another and back again, depending on their response 
to the intervention and their progress.  
 
Focusing on how RTI Arkansas will serve students is vital to collective commitment and 
successful implementation. Itõs important to understand that RTI Arkansas 

¶ Offers a preventative system of support, rather than a single program; 

¶ Provides a continuum of services, not a lone intervention; 

¶ Focuses on effective, differentiated instruction in the general education classroom, rather 
than on pre-referral strategies specific to special education; and 

¶ Calls for collaborative effort throughout the district and school to provide immediate 
instructional and behavioral support to students, as opposed to individual teacher, 
classroom, or out-of-the-classroom service.  

 
RTI Arkansas has the potential to improve access to CCR standards for all students and to 
mitigate the nagging achievement gaps. With RTI, schools will have the means to maximize 
student achievement and reduce behavior and attendance issues by identifying the needs of 
students and providing services early, as well as assessing and monitoring students effectively and 
with fidelity. And, because RTI is not a special education initiative, its structure targets improved 
academic experiences for all students, including at-risk students, culturally-diverse students, 
students with language differences, and students with disabilities.  
 
This general education initiative calls for collaboration among administration, special- and general-
education teachers, specialists, and other education professionals to diligently screen, effectively 
instruct, immediately intervene, and continuously monitor for maximum student achievement. To 
realize this potential, Arkansas RTI will include specific professional development support.  
 
RTI Arkansas consists of several professional development modules that can be used for small or 
large group discussions regarding components of RTI. The modules are located on the AETN 
Ideas portal with additional resources and a facilitatorõs guide to assist in the delivery of 
professional development.  

¶ Module 1: Overview of RTI is completed and ready for schools to use in developing the 
conceptual knowledge of an effective RTI program. The next two modules will be 
completed by August.  

¶ Module 2: Leadership is aimed at equipping Arkansas administrators with the skills to lead 
an RTI program within their district or school.  

¶ Module 3: Multi-tiered System of Support- Handbook is designed for the RTI team to 
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identify, organize and assess their current practices regarding instruction and intervention. 

¶ Additional modules will be completed in the fall of 2015 to continue to support schools in 
the implementation of an effective response to intervention.  

 
Special Education 
 
The goal of CCSS is to ensure all students are prepared for college, careers and life. SWDs are no 
exception. One tool to assist in the effort of preparing and supporting teachers of SWDs is the 
program funded through the State Personnel Development Grant (SPDG). This is a multi-tiered 
response to intervention framework that facilitates high-quality core instruction for ELs, SWDs 
and other students as identified. 
 
During the transition to college-and-career-ready standards, a large portion of our professional 
development for all educators focused on technology innovations and the Universal Design for 
Learning (UDL) principles. Assessment items adhered to the UDL principles so they are 
accessible to all students, to the greatest extent possible, without adaptation or specialized design. 
This training has been an essential component in providing opportunity for all students, including 
those with disabilities, ELs, and low-achieving students to achieve success. Arkansas is in the 
writing process of submitting a new grant application for the State Personnel Development Grant 
(SPDG).  This grant continues to build on the work that began with the last SPDG grant by 
developing personnel to establish Response to Intervention systems within the schools.   

In addition, coaching assistance will be provided for the Little Rock School District schools in 
Priority, Focus or Needs Improvement status.  The rest of the state will benefit, if awarded the 
grant, in a statewide multi-level of support system model. Training will be sustainable as it will be 
developed through online modules designed with the assistance of the Arkansas Cooperative 
specialists and Academic Institute of Research.  The educational cooperatives will be trained to 
deliver the online modules or provide assistance to support those schools not directly receiving 
coaching services from the grant. 

English Learners 

 
Immigrationõs impact is often seen first in the classroom. Arkansasõs student population has 
become increasingly more diverse with the state ranking 24th in the nation in terms of diversity. In 
1987, the diversity index for Arkansas was 38 percent; in 2006 that increased to 49 percent and 
continues to rise ( NCES.gov, National Center for Education Statistics). 
 
Current assessment, data collection and accountability goals for ELs were reviewed for needed 
changes to transition to CCSS. As members of the PARCC consortium, the state accessed 
resources, materials and assessments in alignment with ELs linguistic demands. Separate English 
Language Proficiency standards have been developed by several national consortia, and were 
reviewed and vetted by a statewide ESL stakeholder committee of practitioners which made a 
recommendation to the Arkansas Board of Education for adoption in March, 2014.  The new 
English Language Proficiency standards were implemented during the 2014-15 school year. 
Assessment systems used to measure EL progress against the standards and accountability 
benchmarks for both English fluency and core content for ELs include the PARCC in 2014-2015 
(core content) and 2015-2016 (ELPA21).  To date, Arkansas has met Annual Measurement 



 

39                                                         July 2015 

 

ESEA FLEXIBILITY ð REQUEST                               U.S.  DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION  

Achievement Objectives measuring progress and success in reaching English fluency goals for 
ELs. 
  

Economically Disadvantaged and Low-achieving Students 

The planned RTI professional development will serve all students who have factors that put them 
at risk of not accessing or achieving CCR standards. The multi-level system of support, promoted 
through the professional development, is designed to provide a structure and tools for schools to 
implement universal screening to ensure all students that need intervention or support are 
identified early in the school year. As studentsõ needs are identified and differentiated, individual 
plans will be developed to include specific interventions or support based on identified needs. 
Progress monitoring and benchmarking will provide additional data points for teachers and 
leaders to ensure students are receiving the appropriate level of support and/or challenge to 
maximize their potential for accessing grade level CCR standards.  

In addition, Arkansas is a member of the State Collaborative on Assessment and Student 
Standards Assessing Special Education Students (SCASS ASES) and the English Language 
Learner (ELL) SCASS. Both collaboratives address the inclusion of SWD and ELs in large-scale 
standards, assessments and accountability systems. The shared efforts of state education 
personnel, associate members, and partners to improve educational performance of SWD and 
ELs are further enhanced through shared understanding, policy guidance, research activities and 
professional development.  

Committees of Arkansas educators are worked to design a literacy tool that addresses the skills, 
understanding and success criteria as required by the rigor of CCSS ELA. Educators identified 
critical target areas and wrote examples of interventions and/or scaffolds for supporting ELs, 
SWDs, economically disadvantaged and/or low achieving students during core instruction. The 
literacy tool is available online and extensive professional development are available to general 
education teachers and teachers of ELs and SWDs.   

Finally, the ADE will direct more comprehensive communication to districts and schools 
recommending that Title I, EL, and SWD teachers collaborate with general education teachers 
throughout the implementation of CCSS. Professional development, as noted in the strategic plan, 
is appropriate for all educators and focuses on the core instruction of CCSS.   

Outreach and Dissemination 
 

ADE began the awareness phase of implementation of the CCSS during the 2010-2011 
school year. Videos posted on the ADE website, presentations to boards and educators 
across the state and professional development offerings were some of the approaches used 
to begin discussions in our state about the new standards. ADE has also engaged the 
Arkansas Department of Career Education and the Arkansas Department of Higher 
Education in meetings to discuss the intentions of CCSS and to plan for its implementation, 
and has shared the stage with both groups in an effort to highlight the collaboration present 
and support for CCSS.  

In November 2010, a representative group of educators, parents, business leaders, school board 
association members, education support organization representatives, higher education officials, 
charter school advocates and the Governorõs Office policy analyst was formed to serve as the 
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CCSS Guiding Coalition. The role of the Coalition is to help guide the stateõs efforts during 
implementation of the CCSS, to assist the state with communication to educators, parents and 
members of the public and to assist with the removal of bureaucratic barriers to change, while 
exerting their influence at key moments that support implementation. A list of Guiding Coalition 
members is included (Attachment 9). 

 

ADE has developed and provided tools to the stateõs school districts to assist educators in 
disseminating information to parents and community members about the CCSS and the impact 
the standards will have on childrenõs long-term success. Informational brochures for parents of 
students in elementary, middle school and high school are posted on the CCSS page of the ADEõs 
website (http://www.arkansased.gov/divisions/communications/video-gallery/12/common-
core-arkansas -Attachment 11)  
 

In October 2011, the CCSS Guiding Coalition and the Association for the Supervision and 
Curriculum Development (ASCD) (in partnership with the ADE, the CCSSO, and Arkansas 
ASCD) hosted a summit to advance the successful implementation of the CCSS. Educators, 
school board members, community leaders and higher education partners participated in activities 
designed to: 
 

¶ Assess state and local needs to ensure the successful implementation of the CCSS. 

¶ Learn and share successful implementation strategies and practices from national and 
Arkansas colleagues. 

¶ Understand the importance of a whole child approach to education in setting the 
foundation for success from kindergarten through college and career choices. 

¶ Begin an effective communication plan to bring awareness of the CCSS to community 
stakeholders. 

At this summit, a video featuring former Governor Mike Beebe, former Commissioner of 
Education Dr. Tom Kimbrell and others was debuted. A DVD of this video has been 
provided to all school districts and Arkansas legislators for use in community, civic, parent or 
other meetings. This video is also accessible for anyone to view at 
http://www.arkansased.gov/divisions/communications/video-gallery/12/common-core-
arkansas  In March 2012, Arkansas ASCD and ADE continued this effort of outreach by 
hosting regional summits across our state that aim to advance understanding and awareness of 
CCSS. 
 
Former Commissioner Kimbrell held meetings with the stateõs journalists to explain the CCSS and 
garner support from the media. He has made guest appearances on local television and radio 
stations to talk about CCSS. Specific information and resources for parents, educators and 
community members are posted on the CCSS page of the ADE website 
http://www.arkansased.gov/divisions/learning-services/curriculum-and-instruction/common-
core-state-standards  A detailed list of resources may be found in Attachment 11. 
 
Over the past three years, educators phased in the implementation of the CCSS. As 
indicated on pages 19-22, the ADE surveyed teachers and leaders regarding the 
implementation, professional development to support implementation, and the constraints 
that were challenging them in implementing the standards. The ADE responded with 
support and communication. Concurrent to the survey in the summer of 2013, legislative 

http://www.arkansased.gov/divisions/communications/video-gallery/12/common-core-arkansas
http://www.arkansased.gov/divisions/communications/video-gallery/12/common-core-arkansas
http://www.arkansased.gov/divisions/communications/video-gallery/12/common-core-arkansas
http://www.arkansased.gov/divisions/communications/video-gallery/12/common-core-arkansas
http://www.arkansased.gov/divisions/learning-services/curriculum-and-instruction/common-core-state-standards
http://www.arkansased.gov/divisions/learning-services/curriculum-and-instruction/common-core-state-standards
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hearings were conducted by the Joint Education Committee to seek testimony from the 
public as to CCSS implementation and concerns that were being heard by legislators. Over 
the course of the next two years ADE worked to communicate the system of professional 
development and technical assistance for implementation of CCSS.  

After the November 2014 elections, Governor Hutchinson created a Common Core Review 
Council headed by Lt. Governor Griffin. This council has held public hearings and engaged 
in a listening tour to gather public input on CCSS. This Council is completing its hearings 
and will provide a recommendation late summer 2015 on CCSS for future implementation.  

Supporting Arkansas Educators 
 
The adoption of the CCSS in English language arts and mathematics by the Arkansas State Board 
of Education on July 12, 2010, served as a catalyst for the transformation of K-12 education in 
Arkansas. Because the standards are anchored in the knowledge and skills for all students to be 
successful in college and career, the effectiveness of their implementation requires all educators to 
teach in a manner consistent with the intended purpose of common, rigorous standards. This 
expectation, in turn, required sustained professional development efforts in all Arkansas schools.  
 
To assist schools in their efforts to strengthen the educational opportunities of all students, the 
ADE continues to provide comprehensive support to the stateõs educators. Specifically, ADE is 
provides ing tailored professional development offerings to support teachers in the 
implementation of CCSS. A comprehensive three-year strategic plan (Attachment 7) was 
developed completed.  
 
Arkansas completed the following transition plan.  

 
Phase One:  Building awareness of the CCSS among educators, including the rationale for 
having common standards across states 
 
Phase Two:  Going deeper into the standards to identify, understand, and implement 
significant instructional shifts implicit in the mathematics and ELA standards 
 
Phase Three:  Focusing on curriculum development/adoption an utilizing the full range of 
assessment strategies to ensure success for all students 
 
Phase Four:  Evaluating progress and making necessary revisions to the strategic plan to 
ensure success for all students. 

 
Each of the phases required intensive professional learning at the local level. The ADE supported 
the following elements during transition to CCSS.  
 
Learning Communities:  Professional learning that increases educator effectiveness and results 
for all students occurs within learning communities committed to continuous improvement, 
collective responsibility and goal alignment.   
 
Leadership:  Professional learning that increases educator effectiveness and results for all 
students requires skillful leaders who develop capacity, advocate and create support systems for 
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professional learning. 
 
Resources:  Professional learning that increases educator effectiveness and results for all students 
requires prioritizing, monitoring and coordinating resources for educator learning. 
 
Data:  Professional learning that increases educator effectiveness and results for all students uses 
a variety of sources and types of student, educator and system data to plan, assess and evaluate 
professional learning. 
 
Learning Designs:  Professional learning that increases educator effectiveness and results for all 
students integrates theories, research and models of human learning to achieve its intended 
outcomes. 
 
Implementation:  Professional learning that increases educator effectiveness and results for all 
students applies research on change and sustains support for implementation of professional 
learning for long-term change. 
 
Outcomes:  Professional learning that increases educator effectiveness and results for all students 
aligns its outcomes with educator performance and student curriculum standards. 
 
Educators in districts and schools across Arkansas needed systems that incorporate these 
research-based elements of practice to create a coherent, consistent culture of learning. 
 
A Guide for Professional Development Planning for Implementation of the Common Core State 
Standards (Attachment 12) laid out in detail the priorities that were the most significant and took 
both time and effort to fully implement in Arkansas classrooms.  
 
As evidenced by the CCSS Implementation Survey results shared earlier in this document, 
educators and students benefited ð in the short term and long term ð from the guidance in these 
recommendations for professional learning.  Through ADE Division of Learning Servicesõ 
Professional Development Unit training continues to be provided to ensure teachers can teach 
effectively to the new standards. Significant work still needs to be done, and we continue to work 
with curriculum directors, instructional leaders, instructional facilitators, and teachers to make 
thoughtful choices for providing support to districts and schools.  
 
A series of Common Core Institutes were developed and offered statewide with the help of our 
partners at Arkansas Educational Television Network (AETN) through Arkansas IDEAS 
(Internet Delivered Education for Arkansas Schools). Arkansas IDEAS is a one-of-a-kind online 
resource for our stateõs teachers and administrators and provides Arkansas educators with the 
highest quality online professional development available in the country. All professional 
development opportunities are recorded and available on the Arkansas IDEAS network.  
 
The education service cooperatives, the ADE listserve (which includes all teachers and leaders), 
and a curriculum directorsõ listserve are used to notify and promote ADE coordinated and 
supported professional development and key resources. Approximately 50 specialists are housed 
in education service cooperatives and STEM centers to support and promote professional 
development in regards to enhancing teacher development for the purpose of ensuring all 
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students access an aligned system of rigorous CCR instruction in math, literacy and science. The 
education service cooperatives use a professional development survey system to collect evaluative 
information on the professional development provided to educators. This enables the ADE to 
determine delivery to the classroom level and accountability for Priority and Focus school 
training. 
 
The ADE and the Arkansas Department of Career Education, in partnership with the Southern 
Regional Education Board (SREB), rolled out a three-year state initiative to implement the new 
Common Core literacy and mathematics standards in grades nine through twelve, with full 
implementation completed in the 2013-2014 school year. The programs, Literacy Design 
Collaborative and Mathematics Design Collaborative (LDC/MDC) support CCR instruction at 
the high school level, integrating formative assessment and just in time intervention.  Eight expert 
content specialists in literacy and mathematics worked with the eight pilot high schools. These 
expert trainers supported the state in years two and three to develop literacy and mathematics 
trainers in the state to roll out this initiative to additional high schools. The basic strategy built 
capacity within schools to implement classroom practices to address the new Common Core 
literacy and mathematics standards. In 2015, over 160 high schools are participating in 
LDC/MDC.  
 
Special Considerations for Teachers of EL and SWD 
 
For the past 18 years, the ADE has developed, funded and implemented a two-week summer 
training instituteñthe EL Academy. This training opportunity has educated over 2,100 public 
school and charter school teachers and administrators in effective strategies for working with EL 
students. Completion of this institute leads to the stateõs EL teaching certification endorsement. 
In order to support ADE efforts to reach the milestone of successfully preparing ELs to meet 
college and career ready standards, ADE transitioned the current EL Academy curriculum to 
focus specifically on CCSS and the application of teaching strategies and classroom methods that 
address ELsõ needs in mastering CCSS.  Furthermore, EL Academy faculty and ADE professional 
development staff designed and implemented additional training required for continuing 
professional development on CCSS for teachers working with ELs.   
 
In 2015 ADE put out proposals to host the EL Academy. The University of Arkansas, 
Fayetteville, and Arkansas Tech University won the contract to host the EL Academy program. 
The program is supported over the entire school year by the Academy Faculty. Participants meet 
for class time in the summer, and participate in online courses throughout the school year and 
additional face-to-face trainings on weekends. Participants earn 12 graduate credit hours and upon 
completion of their Praxis they receive an endorsement on their Teachers License for EL 
instruction.  
 
Because the standards are anchored in the knowledge and skills for all students to be 
successful in college and career, the effectiveness of their implementation requires all 
educators to teach in a manner consistent with the intended purpose of common, rigorous 
standards. This expectation, in turn, requires sustained professional development efforts for 
school boards, superintendents, building administrators and teachers in all Arkansas schools 
on a continuous basis in the future.  
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IMPLEMENTATION TIMELINE  
 

 
Activity 

 
Timeline 

Implementation of redesigned EL Academy 
Training 

Ongoing 

Implementation of the revised EL component 
of ACSIP 

Ongoing 

Implementation of the revised parental 
outreach for EL families 

 

Coordination with Career Education on 
development of bilingual materials and 
professional development on career ready 
standards  

On-going 

 
The ADE is submitting a new Staff Personnel Development Grant (SPDG) from the U.S. 
Department of Educationõs Office of Special Education Programs (OSEP) with the primary goal 
of working with schools, districts, communities and regional partners to maximize struggling 
learnersõ academic, behavioral skills and success. To meet that goal, intensive professional 
development and targeted technical assistance are provided in the areas of literacy and math 
instruction, intervention, school-wide Positive Behavior Support Systems (PBSS), or intensive 
cognitive-behavioral interventions, multi-tiered response-to-instruction and intervention and data-
based problem solving; parent and community involvement and outreach; and personnel 
preparation.  
 
With the currently awarded SPDG grant, a web-based mathematics intervention matrix was  
designed to help educators across the state identify and implement evidence-based instruction and 
intervention strategies at different levels of need and intensity for students who are 
underachieving, unsuccessful or unresponsive in the different facets of mathematics across the 
school-age spectrum.  In addition, the SPDG literacy intervention matrix is currently being 
updated. All of these materials will be organized and guided by state adopted standards. 
  
Several of the most significant accomplishments and data-based outcomes from the first two and 
one-half years of the SPDG include: 
 

¶ The establishment of an integrated statewide professional development network;  

¶ Strategic monitoring, planning and implementation of scientifically-based 
interventions/strategies to meet identified needs of target schools in school improvement 
status; and  

¶ Aggressive recruitment, training and capacity building to achieve 100 percent fully licensed 
special education teachers and to increase retention for special education teachers. 

 
 
An expanded timeline for the SPDG program is included as Attachment 8. 
 
                                                   

IMPLEMENTATION TIMELINE  
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Activities Timeline 

Develop RTI Training Modules (In partnership with AIR, 
Educational Coops, and Arkansas State University) 
 

2015-2017 

Provide MTSS/RTI training to districts/schools 
throughout the state 

 

2016-2020 

Apply for a new Statewide Personnel Development Grant February 2015 

 
Goals: 
Establishment of an integrated statewide professional 
development network 
 
Strategic monitoring, planning, and implementation of 
scientifically-based interventions/strategies to meet identified 
needs of target schools in school improvement status 
 
Aggressive recruitment, training and capacity building to 
achieve 100% fully licensed special education teachers and 
increase retention for special education teachers 

 
2009 ð 2014 and ongoing 

The SPDGõs school leadership and strategic planning, 
response-to-intervention (RTI)/closing the achievement gap 
(CTAG), and school improvement processes have become 
more completely embedded into the ADEõs Smart 
Accountability process 
 

Year II 
2010 ð 2011 and ongoing 

SPDG staff continues to serve as full members on the Specialty 
Support Teams (SSTõs) that are working out of the ADEõs 
Learning Services Division.  SPDG coordinator for 
math/literacy is working on a national committee with U.S. 
Department of Education on integrating mathematics 
instruction and the RTI process 

ongoing 

A number of data collection and/or evaluation tools or 
spreadsheets were developed with Public Sector Consultants, 
our Grant Evaluators, and disseminated as completed. 

 

SPDG continues relationship with Mashburn Institute (SIM 
ProjectñLeadership and Classroom Instructional Strategies) 

 

The SPDG continues to support special education recruitment 
and retention activities across the state, as well as financially 
supporting paraprofessionals working toward their highly 
qualified status and undergraduate students who are earning 
licensure in different areas of special education 

 

 
 
Principal Development  
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All professional development centered around CCSS is open for administrators and teachers, and 
each school has been urged to attend as a leadership team, with the principal and assistant 
principal as integral members of this team. Administrators have played a key role in transitioning 
local curricula to align with CCSS and have worked to ensure TESS implementation includes a 
focus on CCSS practices and strategies.  
 
Training for TESS provided for all administrators through the professional organizations as well 
as regional educational cooperatives (See Principal 3 for details). Administrators have the 
opportunity to lead teachers through a monumental shift in evaluation practices and assist their 
staff in the implementation of this new system of evaluation and support. The ADE has been 
responsive to requests to integrate standards and assessment practices into the new teacher and 
leader evaluation frameworks in a intentional manner. The training materials for TESS are 
available at http://www.arkansased.gov/divisions/human-resources-educator-effectiveness-and-
licensure/office-of-educator-effectiveness  
 
The ADE funds and supports career professional development for administrators and teacher 
leaders. The Arkansas Leadership Academy creates learning opportunities where school 
administrators can gain the skills, knowledge and tools to be more effective facilitators of the 
change process. The Arkansas Leadership Academy and the Master Principal Program were 
legislated to build the leadership capacity in schools and communities in the state (Attachment 
13). The Master Principal Program, Assistant Principal Institute, Superintendent Institute, 
Central Office Leader Institute, Teacher Leader Institute and Team Leadership Institute focus 
on the five performance areas of Leading and Managing Change, Creating and Living the 
Vision, Mission and Beliefs, Developing Deep Knowledge of Teaching and Learning, Building 
and Maintaining Collaborative Relationships, and Building and Sustaining Accountability 
Systems. Participants engage in sessions focused on leading students and adults to higher levels 
of learning and achievement through the continuous improvement process. CCR standards and 
next generation principles have been integrated into the Academyõs programs to provide 
alignment across these efforts and with ADE professional development efforts.  
 
The ADE is collaborating with Arkansas institutes of higher education, educational foundations, 
and the National Center for School Turnaround to develop a registry and turnaround principal 
program and pipeline to further build leader capacity for placement in high need schools.  
 
High Quality Instructional Materials  
 
Arkansas is has been a governing state in the PARCC consortium. PARCCõs goal is to provide 
guidance and support that will help teachers bring the CCSS to life in their classrooms. To 
support educators in their efforts to provide all students, including ELs and SWD, a first class 
education, PARCC developed a number of tools and resources aligned to the CCSS and the 
PARCC assessments.  
 
The tools and resources have provided opportunities for ADE to engage, involve, and empower 
educators around the implementation of the CCSS and PARCC assessments. The development 
and dissemination of these resources was built into Arkansasõs communications and engagement 
plan. This helped ensure ADE was providing district leaders, administrators, school leaders and 
classroom teachers with regular, hands-on experiences with PARCC tools and resources.  All 

http://www.arkansased.gov/divisions/human-resources-educator-effectiveness-and-licensure/office-of-educator-effectiveness
http://www.arkansased.gov/divisions/human-resources-educator-effectiveness-and-licensure/office-of-educator-effectiveness
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tools and resources available are released at http://PARCConline.org 
 
Arkansas is an active member of the Educators Evaluating Quality Instructional Products 
(EQuIP), for the purpose of developing tools and processes to identify the quality of instructional 
materials aligned to the Common Core State Standards (CCSS). The EQuIP team is a diverse 
group of curriculum leaders from Higher Education and K-12 schools. We have been working 
with our member States to: 
 

¶ Use a common rubric and rating scale to determine the alignment and quality of current 
instructional materials (tasks, lessons, units) in order to identify how they might need to be 
modified to better address the CCSS. 

¶ Identify exemplars to increase the supply of high quality instructional materials (tasks, 
lessons, units) aligned to the CCSS that will be available to elementary, middle and high 
school teachers across the EQuIP states. 

¶ Learn the tools and processes to build the capacity of educators across EQuIP states to 
evaluate the quality of instructional materials for use in their schools/classrooms. 

¶ Learn how the Quality Review Process can be embedded as a professional development 
activity in the stateõs long-term implementation plan for the CCSS. 

 
In addition, PARCC developed model instructional units that include a coherent set of tools 
including information about assessment results, formative activities, professional development 
materials and communications materials.  The consortia developed online modules to support 
states and districts in:  
 
1.  Evaluating open-source and commercially-produced instructional materials for quality and 
alignment to the CCSS and PARCC;  
2.  Adapting previously successful materials to be aligned to the CCSS and PARCC; and  
3.  Creating their own high quality instructional materials aligned to the CCSS and PARCC. 
 
The EQuIP team assisted in building capacity within the stateõs regional educational cooperativesõ 
teacher center leaders. Professional development on these tools and resources has been offered 
during statewide curriculum institutes. 
 
Expansion of College-Level Courses, Dual Enrollment Courses, or Accelerated Learning 
Opportunities  
 
Arkansas is positioned well for the focus on college and career ready standards through CCSS. 
Prior to the adoption of CCSS the state was taking steps to ensure its students were college and 
career ready. In 2004 Arkansas was one of only 3 states to adopt college- and career- ready 
graduation requirements. In 2005 the state joined the ADP Assessment Consortium in the 
creation of a rigorous Algebra II exam, administered for the first time in 2008. In 2006, Arkansas 
aligned high school graduation standards with college admission requirements. Arkansas student 
participation in advanced placement has quadrupled since 2001. 
 
Arkansas schools have been nationally recognized for increasing participation in Advanced 
Placement by the College Board. In 2011, 21,280 Arkansas high school students took one or more 
AP courses.  Thatõs was an increase of 6.5 percent over the previous year.  Those students took 

http://parcconline.org/
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36,421 AP exams, which was an 8.7 percent increase. Arkansas student participation in advanced 
placement quadrupled from 2001 to 2011. In 2014, 25, 547 students completed AP courses and 
44,424 AP exams were completed by Arkansas students.  
 
Most notably, Arkansas experienced a significant increase in the number of tests receiving a grade 
of 3, 4, or 5, which are the marks generally allowed for college credit. There were 10,949 such 
scores, which is an increase of 12.3 percent. In 2014, 32% of students completing an AP exam 
received a score of 3, 4, or 5. This is an increase from 30% in 2011.  
 
The gains cut across demographic lines: 
--Among white students, the number of test takers increased 6.2 percent and scores of 3, 4, and 5 
increased 14.7 percent. 
--Among black students, the number of test takers increased 7.4 percent and scores of 3, 4 and 5 
increased 15.4 percent. 
--Among Hispanic students, the number of test takers increased 19.9 percent and scores of 3, 4, 
and 5 increased 12.4 percent. 
 
Arkansas is the only state that requires every school district to offer at least one AP course in each 
of the four core subjects ñ mathematics, English, social studies, and science.  Arkansas also picks 
up the cost of each AP exam as an incentive for students to take AP. In all, 21,280 Arkansas high 
school students took an AP test last school year.  Thatõs an increase of 6.5 percent over the 
previous year.  Those students took 36,421 AP exams, which is an 8.7 percent increase. 
 
Arkansas Advanced Initiative for Math and Science (AAIMS), an affiliate of the National Math 
and Science Initiative (NMSI), has funded an Advanced Placement Training and Incentive 
program in 30 schools that began in August 2008. Under a competitive request for proposal 
process issued in August 2008 and 2009, AAIMS invited schools to apply for participation in the 
program. The goals of the program are to strengthen the teaching of the AP® mathematics, 
science, and English courses and to build enrollment and increase the number of students taking 
and earning qualifying scores on AP® exams in these subjects.  
 

A primary goal of NMSI and AAIMS is to increase the number of students taking and scoring 3 
or higher on AP math, science and English exams.  AAIMS is required to implement proven 
strategies to increase significantly the number of students taking and passing Advanced Placement 
courses and exams.  These strategies were developed by Advanced Placement Strategies, Inc. of 
Texas.  In the schools they serve, over a five year period, on average the number of students 
scoring 3 or higher on AP English has tripled, the number of students scoring 3 or higher on AP 
mathematics exams has quadrupled, and the number of students scoring 3 or higher on AP 
science exams has quintupled.  The strategies included extensive formal and informal training of 
AP and Pre-AP teachers, additional time on task for students, financial incentives based on 
academic results, and cultivation of lead teachers to provide leadership to the Program in their 
schools by mentoring other AP and Pre-AP Teachers. 
 
During the 2011 legislative session, a bill was passed that required establishment of a statewide 
transfer system for core courses among all public postsecondary institutions, resulting in the 
creation of the Arkansas Course Transfer System (ACTS). This system contains information 
about the transferability of more than 90 general education courses within Arkansas public 
colleges and universities. Students are guaranteed the transfer of applicable credits and equitable 

http://acts.adhe.edu/
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treatment in the application of general education credits for admissions and degree requirements. 
Students may complete specified general education courses anywhere in the public system, as well 
as many courses in the degree/major that have been pre-identified for transfer. Among the stateõs 
high schools, 22,354 students are currently taking advantage of concurrent credit courses. 
Students could be enrolled in multiple courses. 
 
Although the impetus for this project was a legislative directive, there is now a growing interest in 
expanding the project to include Career Technical Education (CTE) courses. With so many 
existing individual articulation agreements and concurrent-credit possibilities in CTE courses, 
secondary CTE and Division of Workforce Education (CWE) will work collaboratively to 
establish an integrated system of statewide articulation agreements between secondary and 
postsecondary institutions. ADHE already has begun discussions with postsecondary chief 
academic officers regarding expansion of the ACTS system to include CTE courses. Student 
participation in dual enrollment and concurrent credit courses has increased since Arkansas first 
submitted for ESEA Flexibility. 
 
On August 16, 2011, STEM Works, the former Governorõs initiative to increase knowledge of 
science, technology, engineering and math was announced. This programõs aim is to educate more 
K-12 students in the fields that need the most qualified workers and have the most potential for 
expanding the state's economy.  Another project goal is equipping Arkansas colleges with the 
tools they need to better educate future K-12 teachers in these core subjects. 
 
Fifteen school districts and one technical center were designated by the cabinet to participate in 
either Project Lead the Way or the New Tech Network.  The New Tech high school model 
integrates STEM education and extensive project-based learning throughout the 
curriculum.  Project Lead the Way includes several introductory courses in engineering or 
biomedical sciences that show how basic concepts taught in the classroom are used in the work 
world. 
 
In the 2015 legislative session, Governor Hutchinson was successful in promoting a computer 
science initiative (Act 187) that will provide students across Arkansas with the opportunity to take 
a computer science course. All high schools in Arkansas are required to offer a computer science 
course by 2015-2016 either face-to-face or through virtual means. This will provide students with 
equitable opportunities to pursue interests in these areas.  
 
Arkansas has capitalized on technological advancements to increase studentsõ access to rigorous 
content and high quality instruction. Act 1280 of 2013 expanded course access and digital learning 
opportunities for all Arkansas Public School students 
(http://www.arkansased.gov/public/userfiles/rules/Current/Digital_Learning_Rules_-
_FINAL.pdf ). Virtual Arkansas is a state-led effort to provide high quality digital courses to 
public school students. http://virtualarkansas.org/ LEAs that do not offer advanced-level courses 
prior to high school may register students for high quality courses offered through Virtual 
Arkansas, thus expanding opportunities and removing geographic barriers to CCR preparation. 
 
The accelerated learning opportunities described above will garner more student participation as 
schools implement CCSS. The ADE envisions more learning opportunities of this nature to be 
offered as more students become college and career ready. To further the transparency of these 

http://www.arkansased.gov/public/userfiles/rules/Current/Digital_Learning_Rules_-_FINAL.pdf
http://www.arkansased.gov/public/userfiles/rules/Current/Digital_Learning_Rules_-_FINAL.pdf
http://virtualarkansas.org/
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efforts, ADE began reporting the College Going Rate and College Credit Accumulation for 
Arkansas K-12 students entering Arkansasõs higher education institutions on the ADEõs annual 
K-12 School Performance Report and the State Report Card available on the ADE Data Center 
(https://adesrc.arkansas.gov/ReportCard/View?lea=AR&schoolYear=2014). 
 
Coordination Across State Agencies 
 
We are very fortunate in our state to have a long-standing, strong and positive working 
relationship with our Department of Higher Education and our Institutions of Higher Education. 
Higher education plays a vital role in the success of the CCSS and CCR. No issue looms larger for 
higher education than teacher preparation and professional development.  
 
The ADE has worked with higher education to develop course competencies for teacher 
preparation programs that align to CCSS.  
 
The ADE works with higher education institutes to conduct research on issues of teaching and 
learning the CCSS, teacher quality, and the implementation of the CCSS. 
 
Faced with the need to create a competitive workforce and dramatically improve the quality of 
our education system, Arkansas has embraced an aggressive policy agenda to better prepare 
students for postsecondary education and careers.  In doing so, we have made it a priority to 
better align and coordinate services, resources, and data across state agencies that serve children. 
We realize that a true 21st century education for students requires that state and local governments 
dismantle the obstacles to real collaboration between and among school systems and the social, 
health and safety support services in our system.  
 
Higher education faculty and administrative leaders in Arkansas have been actively engaged in 
PARCC Higher Education Leadership Team Meetings; Joint K-12 and Higher Education 
Leadership Team Meetings; PARCC Transition and Implementation Institutes; K-12 and Higher 
Education Design Meetings; Advisory Committee on College Readiness (ACCR) Meetings; and 
Technical Advisory Groups ð Mathematics and English Language Arts/Literacy. Southern 
Arkansas University is partnering with PARCC to determine whether PARCCõs college and career 
ready score information can be used for admissions purposes. Representatives from the 
University of Arkansas at Fayetteville have participated on PARCC working groups for data 
processing, research and psychometrics.  
 
The Arkansas Educator Leader Cadre (ELC) Team has played a major role in helping build 
expertise in the CCSS and PARCC. The ELC Team is made up of K-16 educators who 
accomplish the goal of building statewide expertise through a combination of face-to-face 
meetings, on-line modules, and professional development webinars. Cadre members continue to 
discuss best practices around the use and implementation of the PARCC Model Content 
Frameworks and PARCC item prototypes, review sample tasks and model instructional units and 
identify ways of disseminating information through the network on how the PARCC resources 
can inform classroom practice.   
 

The Arkansas Leadership Academy (ALA) is a higher education partner with ADE housed in 
the College of Education and Health Professions at UAF. ALA provides leadership 

https://adesrc.arkansas.gov/ReportCard/View?lea=AR&schoolYear=2014
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development for teachers, assistant principals, principals, central office administrators, 
superintendents and boards of education. Additionally, ALA provides 25 low performing 
schools within 11 districts leadership and instructional capacity-building professional 
development and support. Working directly with schools from within higher education 
enhances the ability for pre-service programs to stay informed regarding practitioner issues, 
needs and challenges.  David Cook, ALA director, communicates between agencies to inform 
pre-service and practicing educator development programs. 

¶ The College of Education at the University of Central Arkansas (UCA) in Conway 
partnered with ADE to provide math education professors to develop professional 
development programs to assist Arkansasõs teachers and leaders through the major shifts 
in mathematics with the CCSS and implementation of instructional and assessment 
strategies aligned with CCSS. This partnership provides the benefit of informing pre-
service programs at UCA regarding important transitions in instruction for CCSS.  

¶ The UAF hosts an annual Literacy Symposium for area teachers and pre-service teachers 
to increase their literacy content knowledge. The focus of the Literacy Symposium 2012 is 
transition to CCSS in literacy.  

Increase Rigor 
 
Increasing rigor in the classroom can be good for a variety of reasons, including better-equipping 
students for success on statewide assessments and with postsecondary opportunities.  However, 
increasing academic challenge without increasing student failures requires balancing challenge with 
support. Arkansas has taken critical steps to prepare all students for college and careers and has 
made a commitment to help support schools in mastering the balancing act by focusing on best 
practices to support rigor which include, but are not limited to:  examining instruction, classroom-
based assessment, curriculum coherence, expectations for student work, grading practices, course 
taking or grouping patterns, and student support.  Collaboration among teachers is also essential 
for practices that support rigor. 
 
Transition to New Assessments 
 
The transition to the CCSS preceeded the next-generation assessment system.   
 
With over a third of all students requiring remedial education upon enrollment in our nationõs 
public two- and four-year institutions of higher education (IHEs), it is clear there is a disconnect 
between the knowledge and skills students have when they graduate from high school and what 
they need for success in credit-bearing college courses.  A next-generation assessment system aims 
to eliminate this disconnect by measuring whether students are on track to graduate ready for 
college and careers. Students who do not meet CCR performance levels will receive supports and 
interventions to address their readiness gaps, well before they enter their first year of college. 
 
Transitioning to the CCSS and related next-generation assessments provided the ideal opportunity 
to think about how educators are trained on the new standards and related assessments.  
 
Arkansas developed a strategic plan to transition to the CCSS and next-generation 
assessments.  The Arkansas plan articulates a vision of success, describing in detail various levels 
of alignment and implementation, identifying best practices for alignment and implementation of 
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standards, creating tools and methods to help districts and schools design an aligned system for 
learning, and incorporating points of view from a broad cross-section of stakeholders. 
 
For several years, the ADE has conducted training for special education teachers in the use of 
accommodations as well as in the administration of alternative assessments for special education 
students. Special education teachers will continue to receive this training aligned with the CCSS.  
 
Waiver 14 Justification (Removing Double Testing of Advanced Students in Grades 7 & 8) 
 
Arkansas Standards for Accreditation governing public schools and school districts address the 
requirements for students to receive a Smart Core diploma 
(http://www.arkansased.gov/public/userfiles/rules/Pending/2-3-
15_Standards_Rules_for_public_comment_1406.pdf)  
 
The Rules read as follows:  
 

14.02 Specifically, for the graduating class of 2013-2014, and all graduating classes thereafter, 
the required twenty-two (22) units, at a minimum, shall be taken from the "Smart Core" 
curriculum or from the "Core" curriculum. Only one (1) of the required units may be in a 
physical education course. All students will participate in the Smart Core curriculum unless the 
parent or guardian waives the student's right to participate. In such case of a waiver, the student 
will be required to participate in Core. The required twenty-two (22) units, at a minimum, are to 
be taken from the Smart Core or Core as follows:  
 
SMART CORE - Sixteen (16) units  
 
English - four (4) units - 9th, 10th, 11th, 12th  

Mathematics - four (4) units or three (3) units of Math and one (1) unit of Computer 
Science. [All students must take a mathematics course in grade 11 or grade 12 and 
complete Algebra II.] Comparable concurrent credit college courses may be substituted 
where applicable. Algebra I or Algebra A & B (Grades 7-8 or 8-9) Geometry or 
Investigating Geometry or Geometry A & B (Grades 8-9 or 9-10) Algebra II Fourth 
math unit range of options: (choice of: Transitions to College Math, Pre-Calculus, 
Calculus, Trigonometry, Statistics, Computer Math, Algebra III, or an Advanced 
Placement math)  

Natural Science - three (3) units with lab experience chosen from Physical Science, Biology or 
Applied Biology/Chemistry, Chemistry, Physics or Principles of Technology I & II or PIC 
Physics or two (2) units with lab experience and one (1) unit of Computer Science. 
 

The Smart Core is the default curriculum and the typical curriculum for students taking advanced 
mathematics courses in early grades. Fewer than 5% of students complete less than the 16 
required Smart Core credits annually. All public schools and school districts are required to teach 
at a minimum six mathematics courses in within its high schoolsõ required 38 units. These six 
units include Algebra I, Geometry, Algebra II, a unit of Pre-Calculus mathematics which includes 
trigonometry, and other options as approved by the department. Some advanced Grade 7 and 8 
students take Algebra I and Geometry before entering high school and these courses are counted 
as high school graduation credits. These students are on track to complete AP Calculus AB 

http://www.arkansased.gov/public/userfiles/rules/Pending/2-3-15_Standards_Rules_for_public_comment_1406.pdf
http://www.arkansased.gov/public/userfiles/rules/Pending/2-3-15_Standards_Rules_for_public_comment_1406.pdf
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and/or AP Calculus BC. Approximately nine percent of students complete AP Calculus AB 
annually. These students must begin high school course work prior to Grade 9 to be on track to 
do so.  
 
Arkansasõs implementation of rigorous CCR standards and Smart Core graduation requirements 
help ensure that every student has an equal opportunity to be prepared for and take advanced-
level courses prior to high school. LEAs that offer courses for high school credit at the middle 
level are required to attain course approval to ensure the course offerings match the rigor of a 
high school level course. The course approval process is delineated for LEAs on the ADE 
website at http://www.arkansased.gov/divisions/learning-services/curriculum-and-
instruction/course-approvals. Act 1280 of 2013 expanded course access and digital learning 
opportunities for all Arkansas Public School students 
(http://www.arkansased.gov/public/userfiles/rules/Current/Digital_Learning_Rules_-
_FINAL.pdf ). Virtual Arkansas is a state-led effort to provide high quality digital courses to 
public school students. http://virtualarkansas.org/ LEAs that do not offer advanced-level courses 
prior to high school may register students for high quality course offered through Virtual 
Arkansas, thus expanding opportunities and removing geographic barriers to CCR preparation. 
 
Rigorous state mandated assessments aligned with Common Core Standards are administered to 
students participating in Algebra I and Geometry at Grades 7 and 8. After considerable 
discussion, the TAC recommended that students be tested only in the math course in which they 
are enrolled rather than completing the course assessment as well as the grade level assessment 
requirement in 2014 and previous years. This would avoid double testing.  The Algebra I and 
Geometry scores of these advanced students are counted for accountability at the school that 
provided the instruction.  
 
In 2014, approximately one percent of students (314) who completed required Algebra I End of 
Course Exams were in Grade 7 and approximately 20 percent of students (6,477) who completed 
Algebra I End of Course Exams were in Grade 8. These students were expected to have been 
enrolled in advanced Geometry courses in 2015 in Grades 8 and 9, respectively. Students enrolled 
in Geometry, regardless of grade level, were required to complete the PARCC Geometry 
assessment in 2015. Thus, 99 percent of students were expected to have at least one mathematics 
assessment at the high school level and these assessment scores are included in federal 
accountability.  
 
Approximately one percent of students annually are on track to complete Geometry prior to 
Grade 9. These students are expected to be assessed for CCR. Effective for the 2014-2015 grade 9 
cohort and beyond, and mandated under A.C.A 6-16-2012, òBefore a student's graduation from 
high school, a high school shall assess the student's college readiness based on the statewide 
college and career readiness standards determined and implemented by the State Board of 
Education.ó  The Algebra II assessment is designed to be the College and Career Readiness 
assessment.  If a district elects not to administer the Algebra II PARCC assessment, it must 
provide students the opportunity to participate in another identified readiness assessment.   
 
For 2014-2015 the ADE administered PARCC in grades 3-10 ELA, grades 3-8 mathematics, 
Algebra I, and Geometry to meet state and federal assessment requirements.  The grade 11 ELA 
and Algebra II assessments were optional at the district level.   

http://www.arkansased.gov/divisions/learning-services/curriculum-and-instruction/course-approvals
http://www.arkansased.gov/divisions/learning-services/curriculum-and-instruction/course-approvals
http://www.arkansased.gov/public/userfiles/rules/Current/Digital_Learning_Rules_-_FINAL.pdf
http://www.arkansased.gov/public/userfiles/rules/Current/Digital_Learning_Rules_-_FINAL.pdf
http://virtualarkansas.org/
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Prior to the 2014-2015 K-12 implementation of Common Core curriculum and the transition to 
PARCC assessments, to meet accountability requirements in literacy under ESEA,  Arkansas had 
only one end of level (grade 11) high school ELA College and Career Readiness assessment.  High 
school math accountability requirements have been met through Algebra I (if taken in HS) and 
Geometry EOCs.  2015 base year targets may be set using the grade 10 ELA and Geometry EOC 
to meet ESEA requirements for CCR.  Grade 11 ELA and Algebra II assessments would be 
required in 2016 and the ADE could reset targets for high schools in the second year of PARCC. 
Arkansas will administer the PARCC assessment or another assessment that complies with USDE 
requirements in 2016 and beyond.  
 
The Arkansas Department of Education (ADE) collaborated with Southern Regional Education 
Board (SREB) and other state education agencies to create a transition course for math and 
literacy.  These courses, Math Ready and Literacy Ready, are complete and available for districts in 
the 2015-2016 school year.  These courses were created online for a blended environment and 
require a teacher certified in the content area. Math Ready and Literacy Ready are designed to 
prepare students for college level algebra and freshman composition upon successful completion.  
Some schools piloted Math Ready or Literacy Ready in the spring of 2015. In partnership with 
SREB, over 350 Arkansas high school teachers are participating in Math Ready and Literacy 
Ready in July 2015. In collaboration with Arkansas Department of Higher Education, the ADE 
and SREB will gather data from the first year of implementation to determine whether students 
completing these courses to a satisfactory degree may use these courses in place of college 
remedial coursework.   
 
Other Activities 
 
Arkansas is participated as a lead state in the development of the Next Generation Science 
Standards (NGSS). During the Next Generation Science Standards development process, 26 
states provided leadership to the writers and to other states as they consider adoption of the 
NGSS, and address common issues involved in adoption and implementation of the standards. 
This should also tie in to current and future goals of having our students ready for college and 
careers. 
 
Arkansas has adopted Arkansas K-8 science standards grounded in the NGSS. Arkansas is the 
14th state to adopt science standards grounded in the NGSS. Arkansas teachers made Arkansas 
clarification statements to specific standards. During the 2015-2016 Arkansas high school teachers 
are making clarification statements and completing the high school science standards which will 
go before the Arkansas Board of Education the summer of 2016.  
 
Implementation 
K-4 science standards will be implemented in the 2016-17 school year, Grades 5-8 standards will 
be implemented in 2017-18, and high school standards will be implemented in 2018-19. 
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1.C      DEVELO P AND ADMINISTER ANNUAL , STATEWIDE , ALIGNED , H IGH -
QUALITY ASSESSMENTS THAT MEASURE STUDENT GROWTH    

 
Select the option that pertains to the SEA and provide evidence corresponding to the option 
selected. 
 
Option A 

  The SEA is participating in 
one of the two State 
consortia that received a 
grant under the Race to the 
Top Assessment 
competition. 

 
i. Attach the Stateõs 

Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) 
under that competition. 
(Attachment 14) 

 

Option B 
  The SEA is not 
participating in either one 
of the two State consortia 
that received a grant under 
the Race to the Top 
Assessment competition, 
and has not yet developed 
or administered statewide 
aligned, high-quality 
assessments that measure 
student growth in 
reading/language arts and 
in mathematics in at least 
grades 3-8 and at least once 
in high school in all LEAs. 

 
i. Provide the SEAõs plan 

to develop and 
administer annually, 
beginning no later than 

the 2014-2015 school 
year, statewide aligned, 
high-quality assessments 
that measure student 
growth in 
reading/language arts 
and in mathematics in at 
least grades 3-8 and at 
least once in high school 
in all LEAs, as well as 
set academic 
achievement standards 
for those assessments. 

Option C   
  The SEA has developed 
and begun annually 
administering statewide 
aligned, high-quality 
assessments that measure 
student growth in 
reading/language arts and 
in mathematics in at least 
grades 3-8 and at least once 
in high school in all LEAs. 

 
i. Attach evidence that the 

SEA has submitted these 
assessments and 
academic achievement 
standards to the 
Department for peer 
review or attach a 
timeline of when the 
SEA will submit the 
assessments and 
academic achievement 
standards to the 
Department for peer 
review.   

 

   

Arkansas has been a member and governing state of the Partnership for Assessment of Readiness 
for College and Careers (PARCC), which was formed to create an historic assessment system to 
provide more services and supports to students and teachers than were currently available. The 
initial memorandum of understanding with PARCC can be found in Attachment 14.  Arkansas 
students completed the first year of next-generation assessments in 2014-2015.  
Act 1074 of the 90th General Assembly requires the State Board of Education to not renew its role 
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as a governing state or its participation with the Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College 
and Careers or enter into any contract or agreement in excess of one year related to statewide 
assessment for public school students after the 2015-2016 school year or any year thereafter. This 
same Act required the State Board of Education to take into consideration assessment 
recommendations made by the Governorõs Council on Common Core Review.  
 
On June 8, 2015 Governor Hutchinson accepted the Councilõs early recommendation to enter into 
negotiations with ACT/ ACT Aspire for the 2015-2016 school year.  On June 11th the State Board 
of Education did not approve a motion to enter into negotiations with ACT/ACT Aspire. The State 
Board of Education approved a motion to enter into a one year contract to administer the PARCC 
for the 2015-2016 school year.   
 
At this time, the ADE has not entered into an assessment contract for the 2015-2016 school year.  
The timeline for the resolution of this matter is still unclear. The ADE will work with the State 
Board of Education and the Governor to resolve this matter. Arkansas will administer either the 
PARCC or another compliant assessment in 2015-2016. Should another assessment be selected, the 
ADE will work with the State Board of Education and the Governorõs office to ensure the 
assessment meets the requirements set forth by the United States Department of Education (USDE) 
and supply the appropriate documentation to the USDE. At that time, the ADE will submit an 
amendment to its ESEA Flexibility renewal accompanied by the required documentation.   
 
The documentation will include the following: (1) The process and timeline for development of test 
blueprints and item specifications; (2) the review and selection of items for inclusion in the 
assessments; (3) scaling and scoring procedures to be used;  (4) test administration procedures, 
including selection and use of appropriate accommodations; (5) data analyses proposed to document 
validity and reliability of the assessments; (6) an independent evaluation of alignment of the 
assessments with the Stateõs college- and career-ready standards; (7) the process and timeline for 
setting college- and career-ready achievement standards and the method and timeline to validate 
those achievement standards; and (8) meaningful report formats to communicate results to students, 
parents, and educators. 
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PRINCIPLE 2:  STATE -DEVELOPED DIFFERENTIATED RECOGNITION , 
ACCOUNTABILITY , AND SUPPORT 

 

2.A        DEVELOP AND IMPLEMENT A STATE -BASED SYSTEM OF DIFFERENTIATED  
RECOGNITION , ACCOUNTABILITY , AND SUPPORT 

 
2.A.i Provide a description of the SEAõs differentiated recognition, accountability, and support  

system that includes all the components listed in Principle 2, the SEAõs plan for 
implementation of the differentiated recognition, accountability, and support system no later 
than the 2012ð2013 school year, and an explanation of how the SEAõs differentiated 
recognition, accountability, and support system is designed to improve student achievement 
and school performance, close achievement gaps, and increase the quality of instruction for 
students. 

 

Overview 
 
The primary goal of Arkansasõs proposed Differentiated Accountability, Recognition and Tiered-
Support System (DARTSS) is to continuously improve educational access and opportunity such that all 
students attain college and/or career success.  The 2012 approved ESEA flexibility proposal delineated a 
comprehensive and coherent plan to integrate CCR curriculum, instruction and assessment efforts into a 
revised differentiated recognition, accountability and tiered-support system.  
In Arkansasõs initial application for ESEA Flexibility, the ADE responded to stakeholder input by 
simplifying the accountability and reporting system with the goal of streamlining disparate state and 
federal accountability systems. ESEA Renewal will allow Arkansas to come closer to realizing the goal of 
a unitary, focused system of accountability, recognition, and tiered support informed by enhanced 
information systems and feedback loops (Figure 3, repeated). 
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Figure 3 repeated. Differentiated Accountability and Feedback Loop  
 
Arkansasõs Differentiated Accountability, Recognition, and Tiered Support System (DARTSS) has 
matured since the 2012 proposal through data- and stakeholder-informed amendments. Several notable 
accomplishments have resulted from the implementation of DARTSS since its approval in 2012. These 
include deeper integration of research and technology to support informed decision-making, increased 
coherence of the learning, assessment and accountability systems that support student learning and 
teacher effectiveness, and implementation of a letter grade school rating system that further 
differentiates schools strengths and challenges for parents and community stakeholders.  
 
Through Flex Renewal the Agency proposes to refine the system further. These refinements are 
anchored in data and responsive to lessons learned by the Agency in early implementation of DARTSS, 
stakeholder feedback on DARTSS, and state statute. 
 
Figure 9 illustrates the integration of comprehensive elements of Arkansasõs proposed CCR standards, 
assessment, accountability and teacher/leader effectiveness systems through DARTSS 
 

The timeline highlights the transitions expected at the time of the proposed ESEA  
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Figure 9.  Arkansasõs proposed accountability determination transition. 
 

2016 -2017:  

Implementation  of CCSS all grades.  

PARCC Exam used for performance accountabiliy using 2015  baseline for individualized AMOs , 
growth against AMOs using 20th percentile rank of school growth in 2016  &  existing Graduation 

Rate AMOs. 

Accountability status deterimined.  

Implementation of TESS. Teacher median growth scores avail able to teachers.  

2015 -2016  

Implementation  of CCSS all grades.  

PARCC Exam used for performance accountabiliy using 2015  baseline for individualized AMOs , 
growth against AMOs using 20th percentile rank of school growth in 2016  &  existing Graduation 

Rate AMOs. 

Accountability status deterimined.  

Implementation of TESS. Teacher median growth scores avail able to teachers.  

2014 -2015:  

Implementation  of CCSS all grades.  

PARCC Exam used for reporting performance against AMOs using 20th percentile rank of school 
performance in 2015  &  existing Graduation Rate AMOs.  

Accountability status paused.  

Implementation of TESS. Growth Scores unavailable  for first year of  new tests .  

  

2013 -2014  

Implmentation of CCSS all grades.  

Arkansas CRTs used for performance and growth accountability with  

Option C AMOs. 

Option C Graduation Rate AMOs. 

Implementation of TESS. Teacher median growth scores available to teachers.  
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The transition of Arkansasõs accountability system was carefully choreographed under ESEA Flexibility 
to minimize confusion during the transition to CCR standards and assessments. DARTSS was 
admittedly parsimonious and the revised system was an integration of simplifications to the former AYP 
determinations.  
 

Comprehensive Elements of DARTSS 
 

Data-informed continuous improvement starts with ambitious and achievable goals for schools and 
districts and transparency in accountability for meeting the goals. With its approved ESEA Flexibility, 
the ADE holds all schools accountable for reducing by half the proficiency gap or growth gap, and the 
graduation rate gap for high schools within six years (Option C). School-based and district-based AMOs 
provide individualized and achievable progress targets for schools and districts similar to growth or 
progress targets for students that are based on prior achievement.  
 
Arkansas students have made progress across the board, yet statewide achievement gaps for some 
students persist. These AMOs, based on prior performance, require all schools to reduce the 
achievement gap for all students and the ESEA subgroups within their schools.  Arkansas proposes to 
transition to new performance-based AMOs once new assessment results are available for modeling and 
analysis.  Arkansas proposes to set new prior performance-based AMOs with Option C in 2016 such 
that schools that are furthest behind are required to make greater gains in the same time frame. In 
addition to using individualized AMOs for schools, ADE proposes to use the A-F letter grade system 
enacted as Act 696 of 2013, to differentiate further among schools that are not Priority or Focus 
Schools.  
 

Figure 3, the accountability and feedback loop, illustrates the major elements of DARTSS. Schools are 
broadly classified as Achieving or Needs Improvement based on the modified annual progress decision 
rules and AMOs approved in 2012. Exemplary schools will continue to be identified annually. Focus and 
Priority Schools will be identified from among all schools using data from 2012 through 2014 data. A 
differentiated system of incentives, support and interventions will serve as a statewide multi-tiered 
framework to guide the ADEõs response to schoolsõ and districtsõ classifications. Sections 2.C. through 
2.F. detail the differentiated incentives, supports and interventions for each classification of schools. 
Section 2.G. explains the intended integration of these elements for State, district and school capacity 
building. A strategic plan for statewide support and professional development to facilitate 
implementation of CCSS, PARCC assessments and TESS provides a foundational component for 
transitioning to CCR standards and assessments under DARTSS. TESS and the ADEõs continuous 
improvement planning and monitoring processes (ACSIP) are necessary feedback loops within the 
system, and will inform leadership at school, district and state levels regarding fidelity of implementation 
as well as impact on student achievement. 
 

Arkansans asked for a simpler accountability and reporting system that clearly indicates schoolsõ progress 
in meeting student performance and growth goals yet maintains the focus on all students.  Arkansasõs 
2012 ESEA Flexibility proposal was an important step in streamlining disparate state and federal 
accountability and reporting systems into a unitary, focused system that meets the needs of stakeholders 
to ensure schools are providing all students with access to and achievement of college and career 
readiness standards. Under the existing approved ESEA Flexibility proposal Arkansas was approved for 
broadly classifying schools as Achieving or Needs Improvement based on meeting AMOs in 
performance or growth and graduation rates (high school) for All Students and a Targeted Achievement 
Gap Group (TAGG) within each school. The TAGG includes students with membership in any or all of 
the following ESEA subgroups: economically disadvantaged students, ELs and SWD.  
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Arkansas reduced the minimum N to 25 in the 2012 approved ESEA DARTSS ensured more schools 
serving sufficient numbers of students in ESEA subgroups are included in the accountability model. The 
use of the TAGG for accountability increased accountability for at risk students over and above 
reducing the minimum N from 40 to 25. Specifically, reducing the minimum N to 25 and using the 
TAGG in accountability increased the inclusion of specific subgroups, African Americans, ELs and 
SWD in particular, and increases increased the number of schools accountable for students in the ESEA 
subgroups. Annual School Report Cards continue to report schoolsõ ESEA subgroupsõ performance, as 
well as schoolsõ progress in meeting their AMOs for All Students, TAGG students and the ESEA 
subgroups. These determinations serve to activate a multi-tiered support and intervention framework 
based on schoolsõ needs as identified through the data.  
 
At the time of Arkansasõs initial ESEA Flexibility proposal NCLB and state accountability requirements 
resulted in general improvement trends in mathematics and literacy through 2011 as measured by 
Arkansasõs criterion-referenced assessments (Figure 2.) Updated performance charts indicate the 
following. 

¶ Literacy performance improved significantly in 2012 compared to prior years, and although 
schools demonstrated a slight dip in literacy, results are higher in 2014 than in 2011, the baseline 
for ESEA Flexibility.  

¶ Studentsõ mathematics scores show a larger drop in 2013 and 2014 which may represent specific 
and significant construct differences between CCR and Arkansasõs prior standards in 
mathematics at particular grade levels. 

 

 
 
Figure 2 repeated. Six-year achievement trends for all students in math and literacy.  
As intended by NCLB, disaggregation of these trends revealed large achievement gaps for several 
subgroups of students (Figures 2.4 and 2.5) At the time of Arkansasõs initial ESEA Flexibility proposal 
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these subgroups demonstrated improvement trends, yet not at the differential rates necessary to close 
these gaps, except for ELs and Hispanic students. By 2014, achievement gaps in literacy have noticeably 
decreased and achievement gaps in mathematics are marginally smaller (Figures 4 and 5) even as teachers 
and students have transitioned to a new set of CCR standards.  
 

         
Figure 4 repeated. Six-year literacy trends by ESEA subgroups. 
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Figure 5. Six-year trends in math for ESEA subgroups.  
 
Segments of our student population continue to struggle to achieve at desired levels, yet some progress 
has been made.  Arkansasõs initial ESEA Flexibility proposal was a timely opportunity to move from an 
accountability system that provided an unintended positive bias for schools with small populations, to a 
system that focused on long-term, continuous improvement through differentiated identification of 
schoolsõ needs in a manner sensitive to Arkansasõs studentsõ characteristics.  
 
At the time of Arkansasõs initial ESEA Flexibility proposal submission, Arkansas made a case for using a 
Targeted Achievement Gap Group or TAGG to incentivize schools to reduce achievement gaps.  Table 
4 shows the percentage of schools that were accountable for each of the subgroups included in 
Arkansasõs Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) Workbook based on the prior minimum N of 40, and the 
percentage of schools that were not accountable for these subgroups despite having students identified 
as members of these subgroups. The final column in Table 4 indicates the percentage of schools with  
one or more students with membership in these subgroups. 
Table 4  
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Percentage of Schools in 2011 Accountable for and with Enrollment of Students in ESEA Subgroups 
 

Group 

Schools with 
subgroup that  

meets Minimum 
N (40) 

Schools not 
accountable for 
students as a 

subgroup with 
Minimum N (40)  

Schools with 
one or more 

students tested 
in the subgroup 

African American 33% 47% 80% 

Hispanic 13% 76% 89% 

Caucasian 84% 6% 95% 

Econ. Disadvantaged 92% 4% 96% 

English Learners 9% 54% 63% 

Students with Disabilities 16% 80% 96% 

 
Arkansas lowered the minimum N to 25 and used the TAGG group as a subgroup proxy in determining 
whether schools were Achieving or Needs Improvement. The ADE continued to report progress of 
subgroups against individualized prior-performance AMOs that achieved the same goal as all other 
groupsñclosing the gap with 100% proficient by half in six years.  
 
Ninety-six to ninety-eight percent of schools in Arkansas are accountable for TAGG studentsõ 
performance and growth, as well as graduation rates.  Using its data systems, ADE determined that 
lowering the minimum N alone provided a minimal increase in accountability for EL and a moderate 
increase in the number of schools accountable for SWD in 2011 as indicated in Table 5. 
 
Table 5  
 
Comparison of 2011Percentage of Schools Accountable for ESEA Subgroups with Minimum N of 40 and 25 
 

Group 

Schools with subgroup 
that meets  

Minimum N (40) or 5% 
of ADM for schools with 

800 or larger ADM 

Schools with subgroup 
that  meets Minimum 
N (25) for all schools 
regardless of ADM 

Targeted Achievement Gap 
Group 

91% 98% 

African American 33% 40% 

Hispanic 13% 23% 

Caucasian 84% 88% 

Econ. Disadvantaged 92% 97% 

English Learners 9% 15% 

Students with Disabilities 16% 43% 

Arkansas reduced its minimum N size for accountability in 2012 through its approved ESEA Flexibility. 
This resulted in a limited increase in the percentage of schools accountable for each of the ESEA 
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subgroups. The ADE addresses the persistence of achievement gaps through DARTSS by requiring 
schools to be accountable for all students that have membership in at-risk subgroups.  
 
Since approval of the initial ESEA Flexibility Proposal, Arkansas has examined all students as well as a 
Targeted Achievement Gap Group (TAGG) based on studentsõ membership in historically 
underperforming at risk subpopulations. Each ESEA subpopulation within each school was given  
individualized AMOs, and progress against these AMOs continues to be reported and used to plan 
interventions and support. The TAGG, in addition to the All Students group, is used to identify focus 
schools, and to inform accountability labels for all schools and districts in the P-12 system, thus 
increasing the number of schools accountable for students at risk.  
 
The All Students group, the TAGG and the ESEA subgroups trigger the Statewide System of Support 
(SSOS) and interventions. This change in a key trigger for accountability (the TAGG), in addition to a 
lower minimum N for all schools, has ensured more schools are held accountable for and attending to 
closing the gap between top performing students and any lower performing students. Stakeholders were 
involved in the discussion of the creation of the TAGG, a mechanism for ensuring all schools were 
attentive to the needs of students at risk, and supported this as a strategy for improving accountability 
for reducing the achievement gaps in Arkansas (Attachment 20). 
 
The TAGG consists of students with membership in any of the three groups historically at risk for 
underperformance: economically disadvantaged students, ELs and SWD. Table 6 presents the 
percentage of each race/ethnicity group represented in the TAGG in 2014. Note the TAGG captures 
more of the diversity of Arkansasõs students for accountability than the ESEA subgroups alone. Ninety-
eight percent of Arkansasõs schools continue to have a TAGG that meets the minimum N of 25 for all 
schools and districts.  
 
Table 6 
 
Demographics of the TAGG 2014 
 
 

NCLB Subgroup TAGG 
Not 

TAGG 

Hispanic 91% 9% 

Native American/Alaskan 
Native 

64% 37% 

Asian 55% 45% 

Black/African American 86% 14% 

Hawaiian Native/Pacific Islander 93% 7% 

White 52% 48% 

Two or More Races 69% 31% 

  
The use of the TAGG to hold schools accountable for performance and growth of all students was not 
without challenges. In one tenth of Arkansas schools, the TAGG included the entire school population 
due to the extent of poverty in these schools. Thus a within-school gap between TAGG and Non-
TAGG could not be calculated. In schools where the Non-TAGG is smaller than the minimum N, the 
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percentage of Non-TAGG students proficient is subject to greater variability due to the smaller group 
size. Therefore, for the purposes of determining the magnitude of the achievement gap between TAGG 
and Non-TAGG students for Focus School determinations (Section 2.E), the median school percentage 
of Non-TAGG students proficient is used as the proxy for the Non-TAGG students in schools where 
the TAGG represents All Students and meets the minimum N of 25, and the Non-TAGG falls below 
the minimum N.  
 
In 2012, through consultation with stakeholders, the ADE was provided with feedback on the inclusion 
of students in the TAGG. Specifically, the stakeholder groups indicated the importance of identifying 
students in the TAGG from among the historically at risk groups of economic disadvantage, ELs and 
SWD. Consideration of inclusion of students identified as African American or Hispanic was 
discouraged by stakeholders during consultation.  
 
Further analysis of student performance based on TAGG or Non-TAGG membership was conducted 
in 2012 to determine whether excluding students from the TAGG for membership in the African 
American or Hispanic subgroup without membership in any of the three at risk groups provided 
sufficient safeguards for meeting the academic needs of students in these historically underperforming 
minority groups.  
 

¶ Figures 4 and 5 indicate the progress of schools in reducing the achievement gap as represented 
by the NonTAGG versus TAGG gap. Note the literacy gap has reduced significantly since 2011, 
whereas the math gap was reduced in 2012 and has increased to a similar gap size in 2014 as in 
2011. The timing of implementation of new standardsñthree years in advance of assessments 
aligned to the standardñhas been a challenge for teachers and leaders particularly in 
mathematics where the shifts in grade level content create the greatest disparity in expectations 
between what is being taught and what is still tested. This may play some role in the different 
trends between math and literacy given that math has more grade level shifts in CCSS 
expectations than literacy. 
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Figure 4 repeated. Literacy performance trend for NonTAGG and TAGG students. 
 

 
 
Figure 5 repeated. Math performance trend for NonTAGG and TAGG students. 
 
Serving All Students in Districts and Schools 
 
Accountability under No Child Left Behind (NCLB) has been a key driver of focused educational 
change in Arkansas. State rules for identification of school districts in academic distress did not align 
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with the prior Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) system, and were not aligned to the proposed ESEA 
Flexibility in 2012. This resulted in fractured efforts with AYP identifying some schools for specific 
interventions (choice, supplemental education services, corrective action, restructuring), and Arkansas 
Academic Distress rules identifying schools differently with different sanctions. The Arkansas Board of 
Education worked with the ADE to adopt rules for Academic Distress that align more closely with 
DARTSS to identify persistently low performing schools as in Academic Distress. The overlap among 
Priority Schools and Academic Distress Schools allows ADE to focus itõs Statewide System of Support 
on a specific group of schools.  
 
The challenge of serving all students in districts and schools has been complicated, Arkansas must be 
able to address the root causesñthe impact of poverty, low expectations, chronic disruption from 
student migration, demonstrably lower teacher capacity relative to schools serving more affluent student 
populationsñto be truly successful at any kind of scale. Turning around failing schools requires not just 
repair work but also a re-engineering of the school model and the systems that support it. That re-
engineering requires more than the application of some reform òmedicine.ó Re-engineering requires re-
thinking the structures, authorities, capacities, incentives and resources that define the context, the 
operating conditions in which these schools do their work. 
 
ADE proposes to renew ESEA Flexibility to continue its efforts to streamline federal and state 
accountability, help districts better manage improvement in their schools, and make systemic changes to 
improve instruction and student achievement. Creating a more focused, more congruent accountability 
system has allowed ADE to accelerate support and more intentionally target resources, technical 
assistance and interventions to the schools and districts that need the most assistance. 
 
The interventions for Priority Schools, and intensified interventions under DARTSS represent a shift 
toward a stronger systems approach to continuous improvement by involving the district leadership 
more directly in the responsibility for improving Priority Schools. 
 
ADE worked with the Arkansas Board of Education and other stakeholders to rewrite the Academic 
Distress rule so that ADE may have the authority to identify a district that does not have a clear path for 
a student to go from kindergarten through Grade 12 without having to enter a Priority School that is not 
making progress. A district may be identified as in Academic Distress when a Priority School does not 
make the progress expected under the Priority Schoolõs Priority Improvement Plan (PIP). Under these 
circumstances, district autonomy is greatly reduced and the ADE becomes a very active partner not only 
in that school, but in all schools within that district, in the allocation of district human capital and 
financial resources and in the governance of the Priority School. Under Academic Distress rules, 
Arkansas Board of Education has removed the local school board and/or superintendent resulting in 
state governance of the district in situations where the district has failed to make progress or failed to 
implement improvement strategies. Similar to mechanisms other states have utilized such as a 
turnaround office or state conservatorshipñthese actions have been delineated in a revised statute and 
rule. This ESEA Flexibility and proposed DARTSS provide an initial avenue to identify schools that are 
underperforming and put rigorous, ambitious change expectations in place. Through revision of the 
Academic Distress rule, Priority Schools that do not make progress have increased involvement of the  
ADE in how their districts resource and govern their schools.  
 
 
When a district reaches the level for designation of Academic Distress, State intervention is necessary, 
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yet capacity is a constraining factor within the system.  DARTSS has several advantages over the prior 
disparate State and federal accountability systems that help to build capacity as well as turn schools 
around. Through tiered intervention and support based on schoolsõ designation of Needs Improvement, 
Needs Improvement Focus and Needs Improvement Priority Schools, districts and their schools engage 
in differentiated improvement processes based on the severity of needs rather than a one-size fits all 
approach to improvement. District and school educators are incentivized by increased flexibility to 
construct local solutions to local problems. In the cases of Priority and Focus Schools, the local 
leadership may not have the tools to facilitate an ambitious change process. Thus, the differentiated 
interventions for these schools reflect these potential obstacles and allow provision for external expertise 
and leadership focused on building local capacity for change and continuous improvement. ADE School 
Improvement Staff focus support and/or intervention based on the degree of need as determined by the 
achievement indicators and implementation indicators in the system. The addition of the A-F letter 
grading system provides a means for further differentiating ADE response to other Title I schools. 
Responsibility for implementation and results continues to rest on districts with increasing oversight 
based on severity of the accountability designation. Lack of local action may result in loss of local 
flexibility and control as specified in the revised Rules for Academic Distress.  
 
Ensuring Access to CCR Expectations and Opportunities 
 
In 2011, public regional meetings hosted by the ADE around the state and follow up focus groups 
indicated that the majority of Arkansans believe the disaggregation of data under NCLB by subgroups 
has been positive, shedding new light on the issue of achievement gaps for historically underachieving 
groups. However, as NCLB matured several unintended consequences of the focus on became evident. 
One example was evident in school improvement plans that include mechanical interventions based on 
subgroup membership. The interventions were often isolated from a systemic plan and focused mostly 
on surface level characteristics of the subgroupõs needs, rather than on the authentic learning needs of 
the lower performing students within each group. Changes to the accountability system must provide 
incentives to not only disaggregate and report, but to clarify studentsõ learning needs and respond with 
interventions and supports informed through deeper diagnostic views based on patterns of performance 
rather than subgroup labels. The intent is to incentivize the use of data to inform rigorous core 
instruction for all students and appropriate intervention or support for students with identified common 
and individual learning needs. Additionally, Arkansasõs statewide data indicate many students belong to 
more than one of the ESEA subgroups. In schools where more subgroups meet the minimum N, the 
perception was that membership of one student in multiple subgroups resulted in an exaggeration of 
school failure. Essentially, the low performance of the student, regardless of subgroup membership, 
should be the concern that demands a response within the accountability system. Use of the TAGG to 
trigger accountability has been responsive to stakeholders concerns and lessons learned from Arkansasõs 
statewide data.  
 
DARTSS aligns more closely with the intent of leaving no child behind based on the known 
characteristics of students and schools in Arkansas. Identification and use of the TAGG has mitigated 
issues that arose under the compliance mindset that evolved under NCLB.  The formation of the 
TAGG is responsive to what ADE has learned from the data, particularly with regards to schoolsõ 
accountability for ELs and SWD. Students with membership in lower performing or at risk groups are 
included in TAGG. Second, identification of the TAGG enabled a more authentic focus on student 
learning needs which enables teachers to move beyond at-risk labels to individual students. The TAGG 
exposes hidden achievement gaps by creating a subgroup that meets the minimum N in 98 percent of 
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the schools in Arkansas. This is particularly important in schools where ELs and SWD have struggled, 
but the accountability N had not prompted a focus on these studentsõ needs in particular. Continued 
reporting of NCLB subgroup progress in reducing the proficiency and growth gaps, combined with 
accountability for the TAGG group, continues to activate Arkansasõs re-conceptualized tiered-support 
system.  
 
Accountability for the All Students group and the TAGG group provides a macro-view of school and 
LEA performance that is intended to inform the macro-level of a continuous improvement process. 
However, this macro-level is not sufficient to inform student instruction at the classroom or micro-level, 
and changes in school performance happen first at that micro-level. An intended outcome of the 
DARTSS is to provide deeper diagnostic views of subgroup and student progress on CCR indicators 
that will jump-start stalled continuous improvement processes, and ultimately lead to daily micro-
adjustments to learning strategies thus maximizing studentsõ access to CCR. To accomplish this 
outcome, ADE is envisions enhanced, thematic reporting of critical indicators along the pathway to 
CCR. The ADE reports annual accountability designations, progress of schools and districts in meeting 
AMOs for All Students, TAGG and ESEA subgroups, as well as progress on CCR relevant indicators 
and releases these reports to the public following the appeal period https://adedata.arkansas.gov/arc .  
 
A sample public report is provided in Figure 10. This school met its AMOs for both the All Students 
and TAGG in literacy, math and graduation rates. This is a school that demonstrated significant 
improvement in 2014.  Notice that this school is a Focus school that met its first year exit criteria.  
 

https://adedata.arkansas.gov/arc
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Figure 10. High School ESEA Accountability report with subgroup performance.  
 
Color coding and thematic presentation enable easier interpretation of the groups that have met or failed 
to meet AMOs. This facilitates connections between accountability and continuous improvement 
planning since school leaders, teachers, parents, and community can readily see which groups are making 


